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Abstract
The present research investigated the hypothesis that humans have an innate and
fundamental need for purpose. This need is defined as a pervasive drive for a sense of
meaningful direction and the experience of progress toward associated objectives. First,
theoretical development of the need for purpose is presented, along with a review of the
existing research literature covering evidence for the need for purpose’s fulfillment of
well-established criteria for evaluating needs. This review is followed by three empirical
studies developing a measure assessing satisfaction and frustration of purpose, examining
an initial nomological network of the construct, and testing whether purpose accounted
for variance in well-being and work-specific outcomes beyond three established needs:
autonomy, competence, and relatedness. In Study 1 (N = 237), the best-performing 4-item
combinations were used to create the Satisfaction and Frustration of Purpose Scales
(SFPS). The SFPS were found to have excellent psychometric properties and factor
structure analyses with data from Studies 1-3 supported the expected structure and their
distinctiveness from scales assessing the established needs. In Study 2 (N = 399),
analyses indicated that satisfaction and frustration of purpose in life accounted for
variance in positive (e.g., positive affect, life satisfaction) and negative (e.g., depression,
physical complaints) indices of well-being beyond the corresponding scales for the
established needs. In a work context, results from Study 3 (N = 484) replicated relations
with well-being outcomes and revealed similar relations with work-specific outcomes
(e.g., job satisfaction, work motivation, turnover intentions) such that satisfaction and
frustration of purpose accounted for variance in all outcomes beyond the existing needs.
Contrary to expectations, no differences were found between the contribution of various

work characteristics (e.g., task significance, social support) to the experience of purpose
at work. The implications of the need for purpose for research and practice on well-being
and at work are discussed.
Keywords
purpose, meaning, need, motive, desire, well-being.
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Summary for Lay Audience
A common concern of human endeavors is the pursuit and attainment of a sense
of purpose. Questions as to whether our work matters, whether we’re headed in a
direction that is meaningful, or whether we’ve contributed anything of worth to the world
can be traced back to a desire for purpose. This research sought to examine whether this
apparently widespread desire might be an innate and fundamental need for humans.
Using existing scientific research, evidence is presented that humans are deeply
concerned with purpose and that it has a significant impact on happiness (e.g., life
satisfaction), mental health (e.g., depression), and physical well-being (e.g., onset and
severity of Alzheimer’s disease). Further, purpose appears to play a significant role in
thought processes and other fundamental aspects of human functioning. There are also
plausible arguments for its evolutionary adaptiveness suggesting that it indeed might
have a biological basis. The implications of researching and targeting purpose in practice
are wide-ranging, from motivating employees to improving mental health via therapy that
targets individuals’ sense of purpose in life.
This research also included the development of a measure of the need for purpose
and investigated whether greater purpose is associated with greater positive outcomes in
life (e.g., positive emotions, physical health) and at work (e.g., engagement, greater
motivation). Across three studies, the results support the quality of the measure and the
expected pattern of relationships with outcomes. Importantly, purpose was found to
predict outcomes beyond other needs, suggesting it can expand our understanding of
human flourishing. Overall, this research concludes that purpose has great potential when
viewed as a need and suggests avenues for future research and application.
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Chapter I: Introduction
Understanding and attaining meaning has been a longstanding concern of human
endeavors (Yalom, 1980). It has stirred domains of philosophy, given root to religious
traditions, inspired literary movements, and eventually enters the discussion in nearly all
fields of thought. Extending beyond proposals that meaning is a central human concern,
some have gone so far as to suggest that the abstract cognitive processes required for
understanding and attaining meaning might be the most fundamental of our capabilities
(Martela & Steger, 2016). Empirical research has also corroborated what ancient
philosophers and modern scholars have long theorized to be true: the experience of
meaning, or lack thereof, has tangible consequences. The experience of meaning is an
important contributor to psychological well-being and physical health (Heintzelman &
King, 2014; Steger, 2009), whereas its absence has a marked negative impact (Mascaro &
Rosen, 2005, 2006; Steger et al., 2006).
Despite its broad and significant influence, the question remains whether meaning
is essential to human functioning; do humans have an innate need for meaning? Contrary
to designations of meaning as an outcome of the fulfillment of other needs (Ryan & Deci,
2017), I propose that humans do have an innate and pervasive drive for something akin to
meaning, but that the status of a need can only be extended to one component of the more
general meaning construct: purpose. We do not have a need for meaning, we have a need
for purpose. In the present research, the need for purpose is defined as a pervasive drive
for a sense of meaningful direction and the experience of progress toward associated
objectives.
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According to self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985a, 1985b, 2000;
Ryan & Deci, 2000), basic psychological needs refer to universal innate desires that are
relevant across all aspects of life and are necessary nutriments for optimal functioning
(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Broadly, needs serve to unify the complex and
expansive range of human behavior by identifying essential drives and ways in which
these can be satisfied, or frustrated, for the enhancement, or impoverishment, of the
individual experience (Sheldon, 2011). Needs provide a set of parsimonious adaptive
imperatives for understanding what guides human cognition, affect, and behavior.
Decades of theoretical and empirical research support the existence and wideranging implications of at least three needs: autonomy, competence, and relatedness (see
Ryan & Deci, 2017 for a review; see Ng et al., 2012, and Van den Broeck et al., 2016, for
recent meta-analyses). Consequently, evidence for the existence of a need for purpose
would provide an additional tool for the incremental understanding, interpretation, and
prediction of cognition, affect, and behavior. For example, the need for purpose might
help elucidate the underlying mechanisms for the motivational effectiveness of goal
setting techniques (Locke & Latham, 2002), the positive impact of meaning-centered
psychotherapies on distress and quality of life (Vos & Vitali, 2018), and the association
between purpose in life and reduced risk of premature death across a range of causes (i.e.,
‘all-cause mortality’; Cohen et al., 2016).
The present research aimed to investigate this ‘purpose hypothesis’: the proposition
that humans have an innate and fundamental need for purpose. First, the research
involved theoretical development of the need for purpose, distinguishing it from the
broader construct of meaning in life as defined in the tripartite model of meaning (George
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& Park, 2016; Martela & Steger, 2016). Second, a review of the existing literature was
conducted to determine whether the need for purpose fulfills criteria outlined by
Baumeister and Leary (1995) in their seminal paper reviewing evidence for the existence
of the need for relatedness. These criteria have become established as the standards for
the evaluation of need constructs (Sheldon, 2011). Third, three empirical studies were
conducted to develop a measure assessing satisfaction and frustration of the need for
purpose, examine the nomological network of the construct, and investigate whether it
meets an additional criterion for candidate needs proposed by Ryan and Deci (2017),
namely that any ‘new’ needs must account for variance in well-being outcomes beyond
the established needs.
Defining the Need for Purpose
In much of the literature, the terms purpose and meaning are used interchangeably
to refer to a sense of worthwhile direction in one’s life. However, some researchers have
argued that these are distinct underlying constructs based on the use of the terms in
context (e.g., Damon et al., 2003; Weinstein et al., 2012) or according to explicit
deviations in definition (e.g., McKnight & Kashdan, 2009; Yalom, 1980). Most recently,
a tripartite model of meaning in life has been put forth that attempts to reconcile these
differences by separating meaning into three components: coherence, purpose, and
significance (George & Park, 2016; Martela & Steger, 2016).
In the tripartite model of meaning in life, coherence is the sense-making component
and is centered on a cognitive process of pattern recognition that allows individuals to
understand the world and their place in it. Purpose is the motivational component and is
centered on a sense of having core aims, goals, and direction in one’s life. Lastly,
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significance is the evaluative component and is existential in nature, allowing individuals
to consider the sum of their experiences to determine whether their lives are worth living.
Needs can be conceptualized as both requirements for optimal functioning and
fundamental motives that spur individuals to pursue their satisfaction, rewarding them
with experienced enhancements when they are successful (Sheldon, 2011). Stemming
from the distinctions among components in the tripartite model of meaning, I propose
that purpose is the only component that can be expanded to encompass both the ‘needsas-requirements’ and ‘needs-as-motives’ aspects of needs outlined by Sheldon (2011),
such that it motivates individuals to seek sources of meaningful direction, pursue
progress toward relevant objectives, and reinforces these behaviors with more optimal
functioning upon satisfaction. Therefore, I chose to focus on the purpose component
rather than the more general meaning in life construct for investigation as a potential
need. This shift in focus to a ‘need for purpose’ also contributes to conceptual clarity,
helping separate the need as a determinant of cognition, affect, and behavior from related
constructs and potential outcomes of satisfaction or frustration of this need, including the
broader experience of meaning in life.
The proposition that components of meaning might be considered needs is far from
novel. For example, Von Devivere (2018) noted that more integrated conceptualizations
of meaning and fundamental human motivations have been previously articulated,
perhaps most famously by Frankl (1988) in the concept of ‘will to meaning’. Von
Devivere also proposed that this perspective has been rising in prominence, indicating
there is increasing recognition of the potential for aspects of meaning to act, not just as
outcomes, but as drivers of the human experience.

5

Needs have also been shown to be relevant in specific contexts, such that they can
be satisfied and frustrated within various life domains, including work (e.g., Baard et al.,
2004; Deci et al., 2001), education (e.g., Cordeiro et al., 2016; Jang et al., 2009), and
sports (e.g., Bartholomew, Ntoumanis, Ryan, & Thøgersen-Ntoumani, 2011;
Bartholomew, Ntoumanis, Ryan, Bosch, & Thøgersen-Ntoumani, 2011; Hodge et al.,
2009). While the purpose component of the tripartite model of meaning focuses on the
experience of core aims in the global domain, McKnight and Kashdan (2009) proposed
that a single all-encompassing purpose might not be the only source of direction in
individuals’ lives. Rather individuals might have multiple purposes that operate in the
short-term for everyday goals and contribute to a long-term sense of meaningful
direction. The recognition of these multiple purposes opens the possibility that they could
be aligned with specific domains in individuals’ lives and might be differentially satisfied
or frustrated within these domains. These domain-specific implications of purpose stand
in contrast to the ‘global’ focus of the sense-making and existential judgments inherent to
the coherence and significance components of the tripartite model of meaning.
Altogether, the conceptualization of purpose in the tripartite model of meaning
makes it stand out as a strong candidate for an innate and fundamental need. It provides a
theoretical basis from which to separate the evaluative aspects of meaning, sometimes
treated as an outcome of need satisfaction (Ryan & Deci, 2017), from its potential role as
a distinct fundamental motivation. Purpose has also been theorized to encompass multiple
directions rather than the single overriding purpose often referred to in conceptualizations
of meaning in life, allowing for its satisfaction and frustration within specific domains.
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Following from these propositions, the purpose component of the tripartite model was
used as the basis for defining the need for purpose.
Drawing on the tripartite model of meaning, the need for purpose must include the
experience of having valued aims and objectives. However, its definition solely as a
desire for meaningful direction suggests a binary, where individuals have these core aims
or not. Conversely, the established needs are conceptualized and assessed in terms of a
continuum that includes the possibility for partial as well as complete fulfillment. For
example, the need for relatedness is defined as “a pervasive drive to form and maintain at
least a minimum quantity of lasting, positive, and significant interpersonal relationships”
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; p. 497). Baumeister and Leary proposed and provided
evidence that an individual’s need for relatedness might only be partially satisfied if they
have many relationships but none that are intimate enough to fulfill the need for caring
and loving connection. In conceptualizing purpose as a need, I argue that the potential for
degrees of satisfaction or frustration is reflected, not just in identifying personally
meaningful aims, but in experiencing progress toward objectives aligned with those aims.
The addition of this progress component to the concept of purpose is not without
precedent in the meaning in life literature. In developing the tripartite model, Martela and
Steger (2016) drew upon Reker and Wong’s (2012) work on personal meaning, which
includes a motivational component with pursuit of worthwhile goals as an essential
aspect of experiencing a sense of personal meaning. The inclusion of progress into the
conceptualization of the need for purpose allows for partial satisfaction and frustration as
is possible for the established needs. That is, the need for purpose is a pervasive drive for
a sense of meaningful direction and to experience progress toward associated objectives.
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For example, an individual with a clear understanding of what they value and want to
attain can nonetheless find that they are unable to make headway due to a lack of
opportunity, experiencing partial satisfaction. Indeed, as will be seen below, progress
toward one’s core aims and their related goals emerges as a critical component for the
experience of full satisfaction and its associated benefits.
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Chapter II: Evidence for the Need for Purpose
In examining the need to belong, also known as the need for relatedness,
Baumeister and Leary (1995) established nine criteria that must be fulfilled for any
construct to be considered a fundamental human motivation. A need should:
“(a) produce effects under all but adverse conditions, (b) have affective
consequences, (c) [demonstrate] direct cognitive processing, (d) lead to ill effects
(such as on health or adjustment) when thwarted, (e) elicit goal-oriented behavior
designed to satisfy it (subject to motivational patterns such as object
substitutability and satiation), (f) be universal in the sense of applying to all
people, (g) not be derivative of other motives, (h) affect a broad variety of
behaviors, and (if) have implications that go beyond immediate psychological
functioning” (p. 498).
Baumeister and Leary’s work has been identified as the most comprehensive
treatment of the criterion question for needs (Sheldon, 2011) and their criteria have been
used as the standard by which other candidate needs have been evaluated (e.g., Anderson
et al., 2015; Baxter & Pelletier, 2019; Prentice et al., 2019). Recently, Ryan and Deci
(2017) have articulated a set of criteria that overlap considerably with those proposed by
Baumeister and Leary. Most notably, expanding on Baumeister and Leary’s (1995)
requirement that any new needs not be derivative of existing ones, Ryan and Deci
proposed that the explanatory power of any candidate need must extend beyond that of
existing needs, such that it accounts for additional variance in outcomes.
To determine whether purpose, as conceptualized in the present research, met
Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) criteria to be considered a need, a review of the existing
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literature across the social sciences was conducted. Following sections expanding upon
the meaningful direction and experience of progress components of the need for purpose,
relevant evidence is presented according to the need for purpose’s: a) role in cognition
(e.g., conscious and nonconscious processes); b) influence on emotions and subjective
well-being (e.g., affect and life satisfaction); c) implications beyond immediate
functioning (e.g., psychological and physical health); and d) perspectives on its
innateness, universality, and evolutionary roots (e.g., adaptive benefits and role in
development). The final section of the literature review considers potential arguments
against the need for purpose, such as its derivativeness from the established needs and the
specificity of content required for its satisfaction.
An evaluation of whether the need for purpose fulfills Ryan and Deci’s (2017)
‘incremental prediction’ criterion would be difficult using existing evidence because it
requires direct empirical tests that are unlikely to exist in the current literature. In
recognition of its relevance to a comprehensive evaluation of purpose as a need, the
present research instead evaluated the need for purpose according to this criterion with
empirical studies designed for this purpose which are presented after the literature
review.
Identifying Meaningful Directions
The need for purpose encompasses two essential components that, when fulfilled,
should lead to the experience of satisfaction and more optimal functioning. The first of
these components specifies that satisfaction occurs when an individual has a “sense of
meaningful direction”. That is, the individual perceives that, within the domain in
question, they are guided by core aims and goals that have personal value. In this section,
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the nature and functions of this component of the need for purpose are detailed according
to a) its correspondence with SDT and existing theories of purpose and self-regulation; b)
its role in the internalization of externally designated goals; and c) the consequences of
losing one’s sense of meaningful direction as reflected in the experience of hopelessness.
If the meaningful direction component of the need for purpose is indeed innate and
pervasive, individuals should be predisposed to readily identify and adopt aims, goals,
and objectives without concerted effort or especially supportive circumstances. This
propensity would be in line with SDT’s organismic integration theory (Deci & Ryan,
2000), which depicts humans as constantly involved in a dynamic process of internalizing
influences into the self. Importantly, it should not be enough for individuals to have goals
to fulfill this component, but rather individuals must, at least to some extent, recognize
the direction afforded by these aims as personally worthwhile. The specific content of an
individual’s goals in relation to the need for purpose are examined in detail later in
Arguments Against the Need for Purpose, but satisfaction of this component only requires
that, in their judgment, the individual perceives they are guided by core aims that are
personally meaningful. Additionally, what characterizes a direction, and associated goals,
as ‘meaningful’ for an individual’s purpose might differ contextually (e.g., in life in
general versus in one’s work) or temporally (daily versus over one’s lifespan), such that
satisfaction and frustration of the need for purpose will be sensitive to these differences.
The identification of meaningful direction as critical to human functioning has been
the subject of theoretical explication within the global domain (i.e., life in general).
McKnight and Kashdan (2009) proposed that purpose in life provides an overarching
framework that acts as an organizer and manager of behavior. They argued that the
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experience of purpose serves to direct life-altering and day-to-day decisions and
everything in-between by acting as a “compass, although following that compass (i.e.,
purpose) is optional” (p. 242). Humans should innately desire to identify valued aims in
the various domains of their lives, in part, because these aims can provide the higherorder imperatives that can be used to guide the allocation of finite personal resources,
such as time and effort. These valued aims or purposes might be actualized as goals,
although these are not synonymous (McKnight & Kashdan, 2009). Goals are explicit
cognitively-represented endpoints (Brunstein et al., 1998; Elliot, 2006), that are likely,
but not necessarily, based on one’s broader purposes (McKnight & Kashdan, 2009).
Placing the desire for meaningful direction as one of the innate drivers of cognition,
affect, and behavior is in accord with various theories of self-regulation which afford a
central role to personal goals (e.g., control theory, Carver & Scheier, 1998; goal
implementation theory, Gollwitzer, 1999; Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006; goal setting
theory, Locke & Latham, 2002; resource allocation theory, Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989;
social cognitive theory, Bandura, 1986, 2012; and theory of planned behavior, Ajzen,
1991). In fact, when proposing a metatheory of self-regulation, Klein (1989) retains
personal goals and their pursuit as the essential motivators of cognition, affect, and
behavior. In terms of the need for purpose, the assumption is that all humans pursue
goals, and this is due to an innate propensity to readily identify, adopt, and pursue
objectives because they can serve as more immediate proxies of one’s meaningful
directions.
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Internalization of External Goals
It is perhaps not surprising that individuals identify personally meaningful and
worthwhile directions and devote effort to pursuing related goals. As described above,
several theories place goals at the center of self-regulation (e.g., Bandura, 1986, 2012;
Carver & Scheier, 1998; McKnight & Kashdan, 2009). However, evidence for an innate
propensity to readily accept and value goals originated by external sources arguably
provides more substantial evidence for an innate desire for a sense of direction, because
these goals will not necessarily be compatible with individuals’ existing core aims or be
easily adopted as sources of meaningful direction since they do not originate from the
self. Such evidence might be present in research conducted on a well-supported and
widespread theory of motivation, goal setting theory (Locke & Latham, 2002).
According to Locke and Latham (2002), goals affect individual effort and
performance because they: a) direct attention toward activities that lead to attainment of
the goal; b) energize behavior and effort; c) increase persistence; and d) arouse discovery
and use of goal-related behaviors, strategies, and knowledge. These effects are intensified
when the goal is difficult, specific, and when the individual is committed to its
attainment. In the context of the need for purpose, these effects of goals might be due to
the function of needs as facilitators of internalization (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Deci & Ryan,
2000). That is, just as satisfaction of the established needs can lead to the experience of
more self-determined (i.e., autonomous) forms of motivation, valued goals direct and
energize behavior, increase persistence, and arouse innovation because they contribute to
a sense of direction that satisfies the need for purpose, leading to more autonomous forms
of motivation.
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Further, an individual’s commitment to a goal, which has been found to be strongly
associated with performance toward that goal (Klein et al., 1999), might be in part
dependent on the innate propensity to seek and identify meaningful directions because it
predisposes individuals to recognize the value in a goal regardless of its origin. This does
not mean that all goals will be automatically deemed sources of meaningful direction but
that the need for purpose predisposes individuals to accept goals because they have the
potential to contribute to a sense of meaningful direction. Goals that are revealed to not
provide such a contribution, or lose such value, are then more likely to be abandoned and
replaced by others that do help satisfy purpose. Humans are naturally inclined to engage
in an ongoing process of personal growth facilitated by satisfaction of their needs (Ryan
& Deci, 2000), and the potential for such growth as derived from satisfaction of the need
for purpose creates an innate propensity to find worth in aims, goals, and objectives,
regardless of their source. In this manner, the need for purpose also aids in the
internalization of the pervasive external influences that are at play for all humans across
the lifespan (e.g., societal norms, culture, role models; Ryan & Deci, 2017)
Research suggests that goal commitment tends to be high when goals are selfchosen or individuals participate in their creation (Locke et al., 1988), perhaps because
these goals are more likely to stem from or align with directions that the individual finds
personally worthwhile. However, in line with an innate predisposition to identify and
adopt external objectives as sources of meaningful direction, research indicates that goals
assigned to individuals, without their participation, appear to induce comparable levels of
commitment as do self-set or participatively-set goals (Locke & Latham, 1990). Although
evidence that individuals commit to externally-set objectives to a similar degree as self-
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set goals suggests support for the propensity to identify and adopt sources of meaningful
direction, it does not necessarily address whether individuals commit to these external
objectives because of their potential meaningfulness. Support for this would be present if
evidence suggests that individuals exhibit greater commitment and effort when the value
of the goals in question are made salient, facilitating their identification as contributing to
a sense of meaningful direction, satisfying the need for purpose, and supporting their
internalization.
Research on goal setting has been somewhat equivocal as to whether the effects of
assigned versus self-set goals are significantly different, with some research finding
support for such differences (e.g., Dossett et al., 1979; Latham & Marshall, 1982; Latham
& Saari, 1979; Latham & Steele, 1983) and others the opposite (Erez, 1986; Erez et al.,
1985). Yet, a study by Latham et al. (1988) appears to clarify that the differential effects
of self-set and assigned goals disappear when individuals are provided with a rationale
for the assigned goal. Highlighting the value of an assigned goal appears to lead to the
same positive effects on effort and performance as self-set goals, and this might be the
case because it helps individuals recognize the goal as providing meaningful direction.
Providing a rationale is a support behavior that has been proposed to play a role in
satisfaction of the needs for autonomy (Deci et al., 1994) and competence (Grolnick et
al., 1997). Interpreted in light of the present discussion, it is possible that providing a
rationale also contributes to the satisfaction of the need for purpose. For example, at
work, providing a rationale for tasks and objectives makes their value salient, facilitating
their identification as contributing to a sense of meaningful direction, or clarifying how
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they are aligned with employees’ existing core aims, leading to more autonomous forms
of motivation for work-related tasks and objectives.
The conveyance of importance and value of work-related tasks and objectives is
also a part of charismatic leadership theories, such as transformational and visionary
leadership. Bass (1985) proposed that transformational leaders, in part, motivate their
followers by expressing an inspiring vision that highlights the value and importance of
organizational goals. Supporting this hypothesis, followers of transformational leaders
have been shown to perceive their work activities as more important and aligned with
their own interests (Bono & Judge, 2003). In an experimental study examining the role of
various charismatic leadership components, Kirkpatrick and Locke (1996) found that the
effects of a leader’s vision on work performance were mediated by followers’ self-set
goals. Followers of these leaders set their own specific goals targeted at achieving the
leader’s vision. This suggests that charismatic leaders influence followers’ performance
by making salient the value of external goals, thus helping individuals recognize these as
personally meaningful and worthy of effort, leading to greater internalization, and the
generation of relevant personal objectives to be pursued.
Hopelessness and Loss of Purpose
If individuals are innately predisposed to seek and identify sources of meaningful
direction, the expectation is that experiences that are theoretically opposed to satisfaction
of this component would be distressing. Although the consequences of frustrating the
need for purpose are expanded upon later, one aspect specifically relevant to the
meaningful direction component is covered here: hopelessness and its ill effects.
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In Snyder’s model of hope, described as the most widely researched model of the
construct (Feldman, 2013), hope is the process by which individuals identify and pursue
valued goals in their lives (Snyder et al., 1991; Snyder, 2002), suggesting a close link to
the need for purpose’s innate propensity to seek meaningful direction. As would be
expected of a construct reflecting aspects of a need, hope is associated with a variety of
mental and physical well-being outcomes and indicators of adjustment (see Snyder, 2002
for a review). The opposite of this construct, hopelessness, has also been the subject of
empirical research, and results suggest that this experience of aimlessness and lack of
meaningful direction is associated with serious negative consequences (e.g., Anda et al.,
1993; Everson et al., 1996; McMillan et al., 2007; Ribeiro et al., 2018).
Research has found that hopelessness is associated with depressed affect and
greater risk of heart disease (Anda et al., 1993), as well as cancer, all-cause mortality, and
cause-specific mortality, such that men experiencing high levels of hopelessness were at
three times greater risk of death due to violence or injury than others (Everson et al.,
1996). The gradual effects of hopelessness that contribute to a host of long-term
consequences also appear to be a key distinguishing factor in more immediate and acute
negative outcomes. Meta-analytic research has found that hopelessness plays a significant
role in the prediction of future self-harm, suicide ideation, suicide attempts, and death by
suicide (McMillan et al., 2007; Ribeiro et al., 2018).
In light of these significant negative consequences, an innate propensity to seek and
identify meaningful directions then would serve to help protect individuals from
hopelessness by motivating them to engage in a continuous cycle of finding purpose from
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a variety of aims, adopting or developing relevant goals, and pursuing these as is
described in various theories of self-regulation.
Conclusions
Evidence suggests that individuals might indeed have an innate and pervasive
desire for a sense of meaningful direction. The central role afforded to goals in various
theories of self-regulation (e.g., Klein, 1989) and the ease by which even externallydesignated goals are adopted (e.g., Latham & Steele, 1983), especially when their value is
made salient (e.g., Locke et al., 1988), suggests fulfillment of criteria for direct cognitive
processing and elicitation of goal-directed behavior. The effects of deprivation of
purpose, as reflected in hopelessness, are indicate of affective consequences and ill
effects on health, influencing even extreme behaviors (e.g., self-harm; McMillan et al.,
2007; Ribeiro et al., 2018). Nonetheless, existing evidence suggests that the need for
purpose’s second component, a desire for the experience of progress toward objectives
associated with one’s meaningful directions, is equally important. In particular, the
progress component is essential to understanding how the need for purpose contributes to
the positive effects experienced from the successful pursuit of one’s goals, not just their
identification, and might explain how individuals choose to abandon some aims.
Experience of Progress
Full satisfaction of the need for purpose requires the experience of progress toward
relevant objectives. In essence, goals identified as relevant to one’s purposes must be
pursued, and such pursuit must be effective to some degree. Notably, attainment of one’s
meaningful directions or purposes is not a requisite, as these, unlike goals, do not
necessarily have terminal outcomes (McKnight & Kashdan, 2009). Compatible with
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Sheldon and Schüler’s (2011) proposition that goals take global motives, such as needs,
and focus them into avenues for action, the experience of progress toward goals
associated with one’s meaningful directions serve as realizations of these more abstract
higher-order aims. Therefore, a review of evidence for this component of the need for
purpose is presented largely as it relates to the experience of progress toward one’s
personally important goals. Specifically, the literature is reviewed as to a) the role of goal
progress rather than attainment in well-being; b) the motivating function of the progress
component independent of supportive circumstances for goal striving; and c) how the
frustration of progress might contribute to the adaptive abandonment of some goals.
The first implication of the progress component is that the experience of making
headway toward one’s goals should be associated with well-being, and meta-analytic
research supports this proposition (Klug & Maier, 2015; Koestner et al., 2002). Koestner
and colleagues (2002) found individuals experienced significantly greater positive affect
and less negative affect when they reported greater progress toward their goals. In a more
comprehensive meta-analysis, Klug and Maier (2015) came to similar conclusions
finding a corrected population correlation of .43 between goal progress and a composite
of subjective well-being. Interestingly, Klug and Maier (2015) found the link between
goal progress and well-being was strongest when goal progress was assessed in terms of
goal pursuit, including all the relevant steps to achievement, rather than goal attainment,
focusing on the goal’s end-state. These results suggests that the experience of progress,
more than goal attainment, provides the greatest benefits.
From a clinical perspective, some researchers have proposed that psychopathy can
develop as a result of the continuous frustration of progress toward one’s goals, and
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therefore, successful goal striving (i.e., making progress toward one’s goals) serves as a
criterion for adjustment (e.g., Karoly, 1999, 2006; Vansteenkiste & Ryan, 2013). These
perspectives are aligned with the teleonomic model of well-being which proposes that
well-being is a result of successful goal striving, which is dependent on the individual’s
commitment to a goal and the goal’s attainability (Brunstein & Maier, 2002). In
summarizing the research in support of this model, Westermann et al. (2019) concluded
that “it has been demonstrated that people who (a) are strongly committed to strive for
their goals and (b) view their life circumstances as favorable for goal striving achieved a
greater degree of progress in goal attainment and greater increase in emotional wellbeing” (p. 426). Here there is an evident link to the two components proposed to make up
the need for purpose. As detailed in the previous section, goal commitment might partly
stem from the identification of a goal as contributing to a sense of meaningful direction,
while the experience of progress component maps onto successful goal striving.
Expression of Effort
The perceptions of supportive circumstances for successful goal striving in the
teleonomic model should not be ignored in the context of the need for purpose. Indeed,
these perceptions might well be linked to expectations of progress, suggesting a potential
shortcoming of the need for purpose as a lens for the interpretation of relevant research.
The concern is that if individuals will only engage in effort when they expect to attain
their goals, perhaps due to supportive circumstances, then the progress component of the
need for purpose might not be innate and pervasive. After all, a need must “produce
effects under all but adverse conditions” (Baumeister and Leary, 1995, p. 498). However,
the drive for the experience of progress is expected to operate without especially
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supportive circumstances, such that it engenders effort toward goal striving independent
of expectations of success.
Work on Oettingen’s fantasy realization model (Oettingen, 2000, 2012) provides an
avenue for examining whether the progress component operates regardless of
expectations. In this model, individuals can engage in three modes of thinking about
future-related states: mental contrasting, indulging, and dwelling. When engaging in
mental contrasting, individuals imagine the positive future end-state (e.g., receiving a
sought-after promotion), then consider the present state that impedes realization (e.g.,
difficulty of closing the account they’ve been assigned). When engaging in indulging,
individuals only fantasize about the positive future end-state, and conversely, when
dwelling, they focus on the unfortunate present reality. In this model, mental contrasting
is theorized to serve as a method for differentiating attainable versus unattainable goals,
such that if the discrepancy between the present reality and future end-state give rise to
expectations of success, the individual engages in high levels of effort, whereas low
expectations of success lead to disengagement from the goal. Indulging and dwelling,
however, do not give rise to such examinations of discrepancy and lead to medium levels
of effort, although the best courses of action would be to engage in high effort to attempt
to overcome obstacles or entirely abandon hopes of attainment. Experimental and
longitudinal research supports the predictions made from this model across a variety of
domains, including education, work, health, and relationships (see Gollwitzer &
Oettingen, 2019, for a review).
For the experience of progress component, the finding that individuals who engage
in indulging and dwelling exert effort, though moderate, toward goal striving is of
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primary interest. Even individuals ruminating on the negative present state of their goal
will ultimately commit some effort toward attainment. This result might be interpreted as
the innate desire for progress toward valued goals operating independently of
expectations of success. That is, individuals will engage in at least some effort in striving
for aims they value regardless of whether they expect to succeed and even when they are
induced to focus on present circumstances that are unfavorable. Note that this
interpretation does not contradict the efficacy of mental contrasting as a strategy for
successful goal striving. The identification of the ‘how’ to achieve one’s goals activated
by mental contrasting is clearly much more effective than the passive fantasies of
indulging and dwelling, but it suggests that the need for purpose helps explain the effort
that results even when expectations of success are low.
Frustration of Progress and Abandoning Goals
As a need, the need for purpose must also contribute to the explanation of the
consequences of little or no progress toward one’s objectives and help identify when and
why individuals will cease striving toward their goals. The innate desire for the
experience of progress might help explain these phenomena because it suggests that
individuals are predisposed to monitor and adapt to feedback regarding goal striving. The
results of such monitoring should provide protective benefits from the consequences of
frustration of progress as, otherwise, individuals might become fixated on objectives
identified as contributing to a sense of meaningful direction and would continue to pursue
these to their detriment and the reduction of optimal functioning.
According to Carver and Scheier (1998), a lack of progress toward one’s goals or
clear indication that one’s goals are unattainable should lead to negative consequences,
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such as psychological distress. Although we might assume that, as successful goal
striving leads to greater well-being (Klug & Maier, 2015; Koestner et al., 2002), failure
should lead to distress, there appears to be less research examining, specifically, the illbeing that might be experienced from frustration of progress. In a related area, however,
meta-analytic research indicates that the experience of conflicting goals is more strongly
associated with greater psychological distress than with reduced levels of positive facets
of well-being (Gray et al., 2017). In this case, the assumption is that individuals with
conflicting goals are forced to experience frustration of progress toward at least one of
their objectives because successful striving toward one goal results in setbacks to another.
This interpretation fits well with empirical research on the established needs which
indicates that need frustration is a better predictor of ill-being than of the positive
outcomes stemming from need satisfaction (e.g., Bartholomew, Ntoumanis, Ryan, &
Thøgersen-Ntoumani, 2011; Bartholomew, Ntoumanis, Ryan, Bosch, & ThøgersenNtoumani, 2011; Stebbings et al., 2012; Verstuyf et al. 2013).
The experience of progress component might also be responsible for some of the
adaptive benefits of the need for purpose. In this case, the monitoring function assumed
to be part of the progress component, as it would be required to determine whether one is
experiencing progress toward relevant objectives, would also help individuals determine
when alternate means to attain a goal must be developed, but most importantly, when a
goal must be abandoned entirely. Support for this proposition might be found in work by
Heckhausen et al. (2001), Wrosch and Heckhausen (1999), and Wrosch et al. (2003).
Although all of these studies found well-being benefits to abandoning unattainable goals,
Wrosch et al.’s (2003) research is especially relevant for present purposes because they
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examined the hypothesis that when individuals “are confronted with unattainable goals,
benefits accrue from the capacities to abandon goal-directed activities and to reengage in
valued alternative goals” (p. 1494).
Over three studies, Wrosch and colleagues (2003) found support for the proposition
that individuals that abandon unattainable goals experience benefits for doing so.
Generally, individuals experienced less psychological distress (e.g., stress, intrusive
thoughts, negative affect, and depressive symptoms) when they reported greater capacity
to abandon goals that became unattainable. Individuals also experienced benefits from a
capacity to engage in alternative valued goals after abandoning unattainable goals,
suggesting that individuals might experience the most positive consequences from the
adaptive abandonment of goals when facing frustration of progress if it also will not
result in the loss of meaningful direction. If the two components of the need for purpose
operate as proposed, then abandoning goals related to one’s meaningful directions would
not be beneficial if it results in loss of purpose, hopelessness, and their associated
negative consequences.
The results of Wrosch et al.’s (2003) studies also suggested differential effects
across age for this interaction, wherein older adults who disengaged from their
unattainable goals but did not find alternatively valued goals experienced lower wellbeing compared to young adults in the same situation, perhaps because this led to
frustration of the meaningful direction component of the need for purpose. Wrosch and
colleagues appear to arrive at a compatible conclusion, noting that “[f]or older adults who
do not easily find new goals, it might be better to stay committed to an unattainable goal
than to have nothing to pursue in life” (p. 1502). Younger adults who were able to

24

disengage from unattainable goals were not similarly affected, a group which Wrosch et
al. argued might be more optimistic about finding new valued goals after abandoning
unattainable ones, even if they do not immediately identify such alternatives.
Conclusions
If humans have an innate and fundamental need for purpose, then its satisfaction
would require that individuals experience progress toward objectives associated with
their sources of meaningful direction. There does appear to be evidence supporting this
component of the need for purpose. As expected, successful goal striving and, in
particular, the experience of progress is associated with well-being (e.g., Klug & Maier,
2015), indicating affective consequences. Evidence also suggests wide-ranging effects on
behavior under all but the most adverse conditions given that focusing on the difficulties
preventing goal progress will nonetheless lead to some effort (e.g., Oettingen, 2012).
Some evidence for universality and innateness might also be present in the potential
adaptiveness of the progress component in easing the abandonment of unattainable goals
but only when there are viable alternatives to pursue (e.g., Wrosch et al., 2003).
In concert, there is extant evidence to support the two components of the need for
purpose as critical to arguments for its conceptualization as a fundamental motive with
wide-ranging and pervasive effects. Importantly, both components are required in this
conceptualization because the interplay between them appears to be the key to explaining
relevant phenomena. However, up to this point, this review has largely examined these
components separately. The following sections therefore are mostly concerned with
evaluating theories and empirical research through the lens of the need for purpose as a
whole to examine its relevance to cognition, emotion, and long-term functioning.
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Cognition
As issues central to human functioning, needs are expected to be the subject of
concerted cognitive activity (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Therefore, support for the need
for purpose requires evidence that individuals exert cognitive resources on considering
aims and objectives, determining which are worthy of pursuit, and planning how to go
about doing so. Additionally, an innate concern with purpose should extend beyond
conscious awareness, such that the human experience is in part shaped by goal-directed
nonconscious processes, with greater influence reserved for those aims that contribute to
a sense of meaningful direction. Following from these propositions, evidence for the need
for purpose’s role in cognition is presented in terms of a) its influence on conscious
processes, including goal selection and pursuit; b) the existence of nonconscious
processes that protect and prioritize personally meaningful aims; c) its impact on how
individuals perceive and interact with their environment; and d) early propositions for its
neurological bases.
Much of the research referred to in discussing the key components of the need for
purpose might well be taken as evidence that human cognition is deeply concerned with
identifying and pursuing meaningful directions. For example, theories of self-regulation
propose that people are constantly involved in a process of selecting and pursuing goals
and monitoring their progress to adjust effort and expenditure of resources toward
attainment (e.g., control theory, Carver & Scheier, 1998; goal setting theory, Locke &
Latham, 2002; social cognitive theory, Bandura, 1986, 2012). There is also substantial
empirical research on goal-related processes that suggests these make up a significant
portion of human cognition. The mere process of selecting and intending to pursue a goal

26

is associated with changes in behavior (Armitage & Conner, 2001; Sheeran, 2002). The
application of specific mental strategies, such as mental contrasting (Oettingen, 2000,
2012) or the development of if-then plans (Gollwitzer, 1999; Gollwitzer & Sheeran,
2006) confer additional benefits, presumably because they focus attention and cognitive
resources toward the goal. Critically for the need for the purpose, there is also evidence
that the judgment of a goal as valuable or important, such that individuals are more
committed to its pursuit, is related to attainment (Klein et al., 1999). The cognitive
processes involved in these judgments are also sensitive enough that they can be
activated and influenced by external factors, because individuals are receptive to others’
arguments about why a goal is worthy, shift their judgments accordingly, and exert
greater effort in pursuit (Bono & Judge, 2003; Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996; Latham et al.,
1988).
Nonsconscious Thought and Processes
A sizable literature also indicates that goal selection and pursuit can be activated by
stimuli outside conscious awareness, suggesting that the human brain is consistently and
actively involved in this process, even when it is not at the center of attention. For
example, there is evidence that goal selection and pursuit can be activated and directed by
brief exposure to goal-related words (e.g., Bargh et al., 2001; Bongers et al., 2010; Eitam
et al., 2008; Oikawa, 2004) or to others’ expressions, emotions, and behaviors (e.g., Aarts
et al., 2004; Dik & Aarts, 2007; Loersch et al., 2008; Shantz & Latham, 2009). The
activation of these processes also appears to be relevant to a wide range of goals,
including personal achievement, cooperation, helping, socialization, and participantselected goals (e.g., Bargh et al., 2001; Dik & Aarts, 2007; Marien et al., 2012). To
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support the need for purpose, however, evidence should also indicate that research on
goal-related nonconscious processes can be reasonably interpreted in light of a preference
for personally meaningful goals, and that the experience of progress toward these goals,
or lack thereof, has implications for cognition. Such evidence might be found in goal
priming research.
Shah et al. (2002) demonstrated that subliminal priming influences individuals to
‘shield’ important goals from other goals. In their study, participants identified three
personal attributes they would like to possess (e.g., ‘intelligent’), reflecting personally
meaningful goals, then engaged in a modified lexical decision task. In this version of the
task, participants were first subliminally exposed to a prime word that was either a goal
attribute or a non-attribute (e.g., ‘house’), then were asked to respond to a subsequent
target word confirming or denying that it represented a personal attribute. Shah et al.
(2002) found slower reaction times for the correct identification of personal goal
attributes when a different personal attribute had been primed. That is, the subliminal
activation of one personal goal inhibited recognition of alternative goals and, crucially,
this effect depended on individuals’ commitment to the primed goal (i.e., its perceived
importance), such that the greater the commitment, the greater the inhibition exhibited for
alternative goals. Importantly, the inhibitory effect of the primed goal on alternative goals
was reduced if the alternative goals were viewed as facilitating the primed goal. This is
compatible with the need for purpose because satisfaction can be experienced from
progress toward one or several goals so long as they are associated with the core aims
that make up one’s meaningful directions.
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The cognitive influence afforded to important goals also appears to extend beyond
defence against unrelated alternatives to defence against conflicting goals as is evidenced
in research on ‘temptations’, namely, goals that are attractive but ultimately detrimental
to higher priority goals (Kruglanski et al., 2002). In their study, Kruglanski et al. (2002)
asked participants to provide an important goal they were currently pursuing and a
relevant temptation. In a lexical decision task, participants primed with the goal-relevant
temptation exhibited the fastest reaction times when correctly identifying the relevant
goal words. This suggests that important goals resist derailment and frustration of their
progress by becoming active when detrimental goals, such as temptations, are made
salient.
Nonconscious goals, like conscious ones, appear to retain their influence even when
pitted against obstacles. Bargh et al. (2001) primed participants with a high-performance
goal, then presented them with a challenging word-finding task. Participants were then
interrupted after two minutes, a period that was hypothesized to be too short for
individuals to satisfy the primed goal of high performance. As expected, participants
primed with the high-performance goal took significantly longer to cease working on the
task once they were interrupted than neutrally-primed participants. It appears that even
when confronted with conscious conflicting instructions (i.e., explicit directions to stop)
the nonconscious goal induced participants to continue the task. In additional
experiments, Bargh et al. (2001) found that participants primed with a high-performance
goal chose to resume the word-finding task, even when the instruction to stop was
accompanied by an offer to instead take on a more enjoyable but nonperformance-related
task, judging the degree of humor in cartoons. Bargh et al. (2001) noted that the relatively
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strong effects in their research were obtained despite an assumption that the laboratory
task would be of relatively low importance to participants, suggesting a great degree of
influence for the nonconscious goal.
Evidence that facilitating perceptions of a goal as valuable leads to greater goalrelated cognitions and, subsequently, behavior might be found in research on goal
contagion. Aarts et al. (2004) established that brief exposure to another’s goal-related
behaviors was enough for individuals to pursue this goal in a subsequent task, even if
their own context required the pursuit of the goal via different means. They described this
phenomenon as goal contagion. Aarts et al. (2004) noted that the differences in context
suggested that their results were not attributable to mimicry and that individuals instead
appeared to be adopting the goal and developing personalized versions to pursue. Within
SDT, Aarts et al.’s interpretation suggests a process of internalization of external
influences that is theorized to be facilitated by need satisfaction (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
Extending this research, Dik and Aarts (2007) found that the amount of effort
demonstrated in another’s behavior when pursuing an implied goal enhanced the
accessibility of the goal in the participants’ minds and affected behavior. The implied
goal in the research was “helping” and results indicated that as effort expressed in the
manipulation increased, participants were: 1) more likely to list help-related words in a
word-completion task; 2) quicker to correctly identify helping-related words in
comparison to non-helping and nonsense words in a lexical decision task; and 3) more
likely to engage in actual helping behavior via the decision to volunteer for another study
without additional compensation. Dik and Aarts attributed their results to “effort [as] a
behavioral cue that signals motivational goal pursuit” (p. 734). Perhaps, the model’s
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effort served as a cue to the relative value and importance of the goal, impacting
satisfaction of the need for purpose and internalization of the goal, resulting in the
participant’s own goal-motivated cognitions and behavior.
Baumeister and Leary (1995) proposed that the need for relatedness predisposes
individuals to process and give priority to information differently if it is associated with a
person connected to the self. They argued that this propensity is extended to groups, such
that there is a bias in favor of personally-relevant groups because our relationships are
extensions of the self. Therefore, in terms of the need for purpose, objectives espoused by
personally-relevant individuals and groups should be preferred because these groups are
more important to self-related judgments, including what one perceives as worthwhile.
Loersch et al. (2008) conducted experiments on goal contagion that are relevant in this
regard. In the first study, participants were primed for competitive or cooperative goals
by viewing videos of two actors playing racquetball. Participants who were exposed to
the competitive goal endorsed more competitive strategies, but only when they believed
they were viewing videos of individuals from their own social group (i.e., university). In
a second study, the goal contagion effects were replicated when shared group
membership was not made salient. In this case, it was individuals who were the same sex
as the actors (male), who were more likely to adopt competitive behaviors than
cooperative behaviors in a resource dilemma task. It is possible that a propensity to
accept even external goals as personally important might operate in conjunction with the
need for relatedness to predispose individuals to adopt and internalize goals expressed by
members of one’s groups, because their goals are more likely to be seen as compatible
with what individuals would judge to be personally meaningful.

31

The progress component of the need for purpose also appears to play a role in
nonconscious goal-related processes. There is evidence that the activation of a
nonconscious goal, whether imposed or based on personally-selected goals, leads to
lower performance on unrelated executive function tasks to the same degree as conscious
goals (Marien et al., 2012), indicating that a concern with one’s goals automatically
occupies executive function. Marien et al. (2012) also found that these effects intensified
when the nonconscious goal activated had a high degree of personal value. It is possible
that this cognitive preoccupation might be the result of a desire to experience progress
toward one’s objectives. For example, Bargh et al. (2001) used a time delay between the
priming of a high-performance goal and subsequent performance on a task and found that
the motivational strength of the primed goal increased over time. The progress
component of the need for purpose serves as one potential explanation for such an effect,
as the desire to pursue and experience progress toward one’s goals potentially becomes of
greater concern, resulting in greater motivation, as subconscious monitoring reveals little
to no such progress. Interestingly, Masicampo and Baumeister (2011) found that this
occupation of executive function disappears when the participants experience a degree of
fulfillment for the interfering goal. That is, the experience of progress releases the need
for purpose’s hold on cognitive resources.
Lastly, frustration of progress might also play a role in bringing nonconscious goals
into awareness. Bongers et al. (2010) randomly assigned participants to ‘easy’ and
‘difficult’ task conditions and primed them with a neutral or achievement-related goal.
Their results revealed that participants in the difficult conditions and primed with an
achievement goal reported more conscious achievement-related thoughts. These effects
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were present whether the difficulty of the task was due to greater time constraints or due
to more challenging trials in the task itself, and whether conscious thoughts were
measured using sentence completion or frequency of spontaneous achievement-related
statements when participants were asked to think aloud during task attempts. Bongers and
colleagues proposed that these results indicate “people start to think consciously about
unconsciously activated goals when goal progress is problematic” (p. 270), supporting
the proposition that the progress component might have an adaptive function for
nonconscious and conscious goals alike. The experience of progress component might
help bring goals into awareness to determine whether new strategies for goal pursuit must
be developed, effort needs to be increased, or if the goal is unattainable and should be
abandoned to protect against the ill effects of frustration of purpose (e.g., Wrosch et al.,
2003).
Goal-related Categorization
Humans also appear to think about their environment in goal-related terms,
suggesting that goal selection and pursuit is a significant factor shaping the individual
experience. For example, during goal pursuit people display a preference for goalrelevant stimuli (Ferguson & Bargh, 2004). The influence of goals also extends to
categorization, such that individuals develop ad hoc categories that combine seemingly
unrelated objects based on their goal-relevance (e.g., a Matryoshka nesting doll and a
lawnmower have nothing in common, except that they might both fit under the goalrelated category of ‘things to sell at a garage sale’; Barsalou, 1983). Individuals even
appear predisposed to rely on such categorization for other humans.
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Fitzsimons and Shah (2009) asked participants to provide multiple personal goals
as well as the names of individuals who would be ‘instrumental’ to each goal (i.e., helpful
to attainment) or not. Fitzsimons and Shah expected that others’ ‘goal instrumentality’
would be a social category that individuals rely on to the same extent as well-established
feature-based categories like race and gender (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Tajfel, 1987; Taylor
et al., 1978). After priming a personal goal, Fitzsimons and Shah found that individuals
were more likely to make errors differentiating individuals within the same category (i.e.,
two friends considered instrumental to the goal) than across categories (i.e., a friend
instrumental to a goal versus a friend who was not). Similar effects were found in a
subsequent experiment wherein participants were asked to identify instrumental and noninstrumental friends with the condition that members of neither category should also be
committed to the achievement of the relevant goal. Therefore, it appears that individuals
were indeed categorizing others to the extent that they were helpful to their own goal
progress rather than due to instrumental friends sharing the same aims. Even for
important relationships, like friendships, the desire to experience progress toward one’s
meaningful directions seems to impact fundamental categorization processes.
The effect of goals on social categorization also extends beyond individuals to
groups. Shea and Fitzsimons (2016) found that participants induced to think about
individual advancement goals or interpersonal affiliation goals exhibited different mental
representations of their social networks. Participants in the advancement condition called
to mind more sparse social networks that give greater centrality to the participant and
would be more useful for individual advancement. In their second study, Shea and
Fitzsimons confirmed that these sparser social networks were activated for participants in
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the advancement condition because the goal induced them to think about their colleagues
in a more instrumental manner. In an additional longitudinal study, Shea and Fitzsimons
found that individuals’ commitment to advancement (career) or affiliation (socialization)
goals resulted in the development of different social networks. After obtaining measures
of commitment to these goals from students entering university, a follow-up one month
into the term found that participants committed to advancement developed sparser
networks with greater personal centrality, whereas those committed to socialization
developed networks with lower personal centrality. It appears that personally meaningful
aims strongly influence individuals to categorize others in relation to their usefulness for
goal pursuit and lead to behaviors that construct social networks accordingly.
Neurological Underpinnings
Additional evidence for the innate and pervasive nature of the need for purpose
would be present if neuroscientific findings revealed a consistent pattern of activation in
brain regions that correspond with satisfaction or frustration of the need. Unfortunately,
neuroscientific research even on the established needs is in its infancy, although there do
appear to be consistent patterns emerging from the available research that support neural
bases for autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Reeve & Lee, 2019). Therefore, the
following tentative connections are drawn between such research to arrive at potential
neural correlates of the need for purpose.
Upon reviewing neuroscience research examining self-determination, Reeve and
Lee (2019) noted that the experience of intrinsic motivation that is facilitated by
satisfaction of basic psychological needs is related to brain regions associated with
reward processing, in particular the striatum and ventromedial prefrontal cortex
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(vmPFC). Because these regions are associated with extrinsic motivation as well
(Cardinal et al., 2002), this research suggests that needs play important roles in
motivation regardless of kind (Reeve & Lee, 2019). There is also evidence that the
vmPFC appears to be central to subjective valuations and choice (Berkman, 2018). The
vmPFC has also been implicated in self-affirmations and reflections on personal values
(Cascio et al., 2016), and therefore, might be as important to the identification and pursuit
of one’s meaningful directions as it is to the established needs.
Research indicates that the anterior insular cortex (AIC) is the unique center of
intrinsic motivation and appears to process the satisfaction and frustration of
psychological needs in the same manner as physiological needs (e.g., hunger, thirst, pain;
Lee & Reeve, 2017). The expectation is that if purpose is indeed a need, its satisfaction
should also be associated with activation of the AIC, but there do not appear to be any
studies that test this hypothesis. However, components of Ryff’s (1989) model of
psychological well-being have been associated with increased gray matter volume in the
broader insular cortex (Lewis et al., 2014). Lewis et al.’s findings were traced back to
three facets of Ryff’s well-being measure: personal growth, positive relations, and
purpose in life. Notably, the items used to assess purpose in life appear to reflect the need
for purpose to some degree (e.g., “Some people wander aimlessly through life, but I’m
not one of them”) and might indicate that the insular cortex, if not the AIC specifically, is
associated with satisfaction of the need for purpose.
Conclusions
The need for purpose appears to have a great deal of influence on human cognition,
such that there is strong evidence for its role in both conscious and nonconscious
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processes. Significant cognitive activity is devoted to the selection and pursuit of
meaningful aims (e.g., Armitage & Conner, 2001; Sheeran, 2002) and perceptions of the
value of these goals substantially impact related behaviors (e.g., Klein et al., 1999).
Individuals can also be induced to pursue goals and will protect prized objectives from
interference by other goals (Shah et al., 2002), especially if there are cues that the
primary goals are worthwhile (e.g., Dik & Aarts, 2007). Frustration of nonconscious
goals also appears to have significant implications, because they harm executive function
until they are attained (e.g., Masicampo & Baumeister, 2011) and such frustration plays a
role in bringing these goals into awareness (e.g., Bongers et al., 2010).
In support of the need for purpose’s universality and pervasiveness is evidence that
individuals appear to think of their environment, objects, and even other humans in goalrelated terms (e.g., Fitzsimons & Shah, 2009) and follow through on such instrumentation
in their behaviors (e.g., Shea & Fitzsimons, 2016). However, the longitudinal and
behavioral component of Shea and Fitzsimons’s (2016) work highlights shortcomings of
some of the literature interpreted as supporting the need for purpose. Laboratory research
that subliminally primes goals has been the subject of criticism, due to low replicability
(Klein et al., 2014) and concerns as to whether priming indeed occurs outside awareness
(see Custers et al., 2019, for a more detailed review). Despite concerns about subliminal
priming research, the consistency with which the propositions underlying the need for
purpose are amenable for interpreting findings across a range of priming studies on
distinct constructs is encouraging and suggest that future research targeted directly at
investigating the role of purpose in cognition might be fruitful.
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Emotion and Subjective Well-Being
To support the purpose hypothesis, individuals should experience more positive
emotions, life satisfaction, happiness, and other indicators of subjective well-being
(SWB; Diener, 1984) when they have identified aims and objectives that provide a sense
of meaningful direction and when they experience progress toward related goals.
Negative emotions and distress should come as a result of experiencing difficulty
identifying worthwhile aims, losing these aims, or due to a lack of progress toward
associated objectives. The pattern of empirical associations for the meaningful direction
and experience of progress components with emotions and SWB supporting these
propositions are presented here.
Meaningful Direction
Meta-analytic research on meaning in the global domain has established significant
associations with indices of SWB (e.g., Li et al., 2020). Recent models propose that
purpose is one of three components that make up the experience of meaning in life
(George & Park, 2016; Martela & Steger, 2016), therefore, the associations between
meaning in life and these outcomes should be at least partly attributable to the experience
of purpose. One such body of research pertains to Steger and colleagues’ model of
presence and search for meaning in life (Steger et al., 2006; Steger et al., 2008).
In this model, the presence of meaning reflects, to some extent, what might be
considered satisfaction of purpose in the global domain, referring to individuals’
experiences as “comprehensible and significant, and feel[ing] a sense of purpose or
mission in their lives that transcends the concerns of daily life” (Steger et al., 2008; p.
461). Conversely, the search for meaning corresponds to some degree with the experience
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of frustration of purpose, particularly as it relates to seeking purpose due to its absence,
referring to “the dynamic, active effort people extend trying to establish and/or augment
their comprehension of the meaning, significance, and purpose of their lives” (Steger et
al., 2008; p. 461). The presence of meaning is positively associated with indices of SWB,
including love, joy, and life satisfaction, and negatively correlated with negative
emotions, such as fear, anger, shame, and sadness (Steger et al., 2006). Steger et al.
(2006), also found that the search for meaning was positively associated with negative
emotions, but not significantly correlated with positive indices of SWB, suggesting that,
as would be expected of the established needs, frustration of purpose is more strongly
associated with negative outcomes than positive ones.
Additional research examining presence and search for meaning over the lifespan
aligns well with the proposition for a need for purpose. Steger et al. (2009) found that the
presence of meaning was positively associated with life satisfaction, happiness, and
positive affect, and negatively correlated with depressive symptoms and negative affect
across age groups (i.e., 18–24, 25–44, 45–64, 65+) indicating some degree of universal
importance. Although the search for meaning was associated with reduced positive affect,
life satisfaction, and happiness, and greater negative affect and depression across most
age groups, this was not the case for affect measures for individuals between 18 and 24
years of age. Age-based comparisons revealed that search for meaning was also more
strongly associated with reduced well-being for older adults than for younger adults.
These findings are compatible with Wrosch et al.’s (2003) research, indicating that older
adults, whose valued goals became unattainable and did not find alternative objectives,
experienced more negative consequences than young adults. Wrosch and colleagues
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suggested that older adults might be better off holding on to unattainable goals than
having none, compared to young adults who are in stages of their lives where they are
prone to devoting resources to developing their identities, such as identifying what they
value (Erikson, 1968).
Evidence for purpose’s relations with indices of SWB that follow a similar pattern
as the established needs grows when research on other models is reviewed. Perhaps the
most popular and widely used of these models is Ryff’s model of psychological wellbeing (1989; see Ryff, 2014, for a review) and the accompanying Scales of Psychological
Well-being (SPWB; Ryff, 1989). Ryff’s (1989) model includes a purpose in life facet and
a high scorer on the relevant scale is described as “ha[ving] goals in life and a sense of
directedness; feel[ing] there is meaning to present and past life; hold[ing] beliefs that give
life purpose; [and] ha[ving] aims and objectives for living” (p. 1072). High scores on the
purpose in life scale are associated with a host of positive outcomes (Ryff, 2014), but for
present purposes most relevant are its associations with indices of SWB. As measured by
the SPWB, purpose in life is positively correlated with positive affect (Kim, Sun, Park, &
Kubzansky, 2013; Ryff, 1989), optimism (Kim, Sun, Park, & Kubzansky, 2013; Kim,
Sun, Park, & Peterson, 2013), and life satisfaction (Ryff, 1989; Sougleris & Ranzijn,
2011). It is also negatively associated with negative affect (Kim, Sun, Park, & Peterson,
2013; Ryff, 1989), anxiety (Kim, Sun, Park, & Peterson, 2013), and depression (Boyle et
al., 2009; Kim, Sun, Park, & Kubzansky, 2013).
At least one study has also examined the link between Ryff’s conceptualization of
purpose in life and emotion from a neurological perspective. van Reekum et al. (2007)
found that individuals with greater psychological well-being, but specifically greater
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purpose in life, were slower to categorize the valence of negative pictures in comparison
to neutral pictures. That is, individuals who are guided by a sense of meaningful direction
perceive potentially emotionally aversive stimuli as less salient, as represented by slower
response times and decreased activation of the amygdala, a brain region involved in the
processing of negative emotions (Davis & Whalen, 2001).
Although the present research might be the first to propose purpose is a need, other
researchers have explored whether the broader meaning in life construct can be
considered a need of its own. Extending from research that found daily fluctuations in the
experience of meaning in life were associated with positive and negative affect (Machell
et al., 2015), Hadden and Smith (2019) investigated whether such daily fluctuations
accounted for variance in SWB beyond satisfaction of the established needs. Of note is
the overlap between the measure of meaning in life that Hadden and Smith adapted for
the study, the Purpose in Life Test-Short Form (PIL-SF; Crumbaugh, 1968; Schulenberg
et al., 2016), and the need for purpose. The scale consists of four items that ask
participants to reflect on: 1) the degree to which they felt their lives had clear goals or
aims; 2) whether they are making progress toward these goals; 3) whether they had
discovered a mission or purpose in their lives; and 4) whether their existence is
purposeful and meaningful. Although Hadden and Smith claim to be investigating
meaning in life as a need, the items for the PIL-SF appear to map better onto the need for
purpose than to the coherence and significance facets of meaning in life (George & Park,
2016; Martela & Steger, 2016). Over two diary studies, Hadden and Smith, reported that
scores on the PIL-SF accounted for significant variance in the experience of life
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satisfaction, vitality, stress, depressive symptoms, and positive and negative affect
beyond that accounted for by the established needs.
Research that examines the purpose component of the tripartite model of meaning
alongside coherence and significance has found that purpose accounts for significant
variance in SWB beyond the other components. George and Park (2017) found that the
purpose subscale of their measure, the Multidimensional Existential Meaning Scale
(MEMS), accounted for significant variance in positive affect, life satisfaction,
depression, anxiety, and stress, beyond the coherence and significance subscales. In a
related study, George and Park (2013) calculated partial correlations for the three
components of the tripartite model of meaning with indices of SWB. The results revealed
that when the variance shared among these components was partialed out, purpose was
the only component to be significantly associated with greater optimism and lower
pessimism. The sample in George and Park’s (2013) study included individuals with
cancer and the pattern of results also held for fewer stressful lifetime experiences (e.g.,
serious injury, abuse) and goal violations, a measure assessing the degree to which
participants’ illness interfered with their goals in multiple life domains. These results
appear to provide additional evidence for the benefits of purpose that are not attributable
to the coherence or significance components of meaning in life.
Experience of Progress
In previous sections, arguments in favor of the experience of progress component
have been made in large part due to the inherently satisfying nature of the process of
discrepancy reduction that occurs during successful goal striving (Carver & Scheier,
1990; Diener, 1984). Such satisfaction is expected to lead to the experience of positive

42

emotions and other indices of SWB, and meta-analytic research has confirmed this
(Koestner et al., 2002; Klug & Maier, 2015). Nonetheless, a review of select individual
studies provides additional nuance and insight into the progress component and its impact
on emotions and well-being.
Brunstein (1993) conducted a longitudinal study wherein he asked a sample of
undergraduate students to list their six most important long-term personal goals (e.g., “to
improve a relationship”; p. 1063), to rate their commitment to these goals, and to provide
perceptions of their attainability. Over four sessions during the 4-month winter term,
participants responded to measures of SWB (i.e., positive affect, negative affect, and life
satisfaction) alongside reports of commitment, attainability, and advancement toward
these goals. Brunstein’s analyses revealed that students who reported the greatest
progress toward their goals also reported the greatest degree of SWB, and that the
benefits of goal progress were long-lasting such that the experience of progress at its first
assessment was predictive of well-being at the final assessment nearly two months later.
The results also revealed findings relevant to the frustration of progress. Following
Baron and Kenny’s (1986) procedures for testing mediation, Brunstein (1993) reported
that goal progress partially mediated the positive effects of goal commitment on SWB for
those who perceived their goals to be attainable. When measures of goal progress were
entered into the regression model, the variance in SWB accounted for by the interaction
between goal commitment and attainability was substantially reduced. Together, these
results might be interpreted as additional evidence for the requirement of both
components of the need for purpose, as reflected in goal commitment and goal progress,
to experience the greatest benefits. However, these results were dependent upon
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perceptions of attainability. The mediation was not found for participants reporting low
attainability. If goals reflecting one’s meaningful directions are unattainable, whether due
to actual or perceived obstacles to progress, then the frustration of progress that
accompanies this experience appears to reduce the well-being benefits that stem from
having a sense of meaningful direction and high commitment to these aims.
The contribution of goal progress to SWB has been found in other longitudinal
research both within shorter and longer intervals (Sheldon & Kasser, 1998), as well as in
relation to context-specific outcomes (Maier & Brunstein, 2001). Sheldon and Kasser
(1998) found that goal progress predicted SWB over 5-day increments and over a 3month period, but that such increases depended to some degree on the reasons (intrinsic
versus extrinsic) for pursuing these goals. This moderation stems from self-concordance
theory (Sheldon & Kasser, 1995; Sheldon & Elliot, 1999) and is examined in full when
interrogating apparent counterexamples to the need for purpose. Tracking new employees
over eight months, Maier and Brunstein (2001) found that progress toward work-related
goals predicted “affective adaptation” (p. 1035) as measured by job satisfaction and
affective organizational commitment, replicating both the goal commitment-attainability
interaction and the meditational role of goal progress reported by Brunstein (1993).
Conclusions
A review of the available evidence suggests that satisfaction and frustration of the
need for purpose has significant affective consequences. Examining research on models
of meaning in life that correspond with the need for purpose reveal strong relations with
positive and negative indices of SWB (e.g., Li et al., 2020; Ryff et al., 2014). There also
appears to be some evidence of a neural basis for the emotionally-protective qualities that
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arise from the experience of purpose (van Reekum et al., 2007), in line with similar
conclusions regarding protection from the ill effects of pursuing unattainable goals
(Wrosch et al., 2003) and neuroscientific research on the established needs (Reeve & Lee,
2019). Notably, there is also evidence that purpose accounts for variance in SWB beyond
the established needs (Hadden & Smith, 2019). These findings, along with studies
suggesting that purpose’s relationships with emotions and well-being are not attributable
to conceptual overlap with coherence and significance (George & Park, 2013, 2017),
provide further support for the distinctiveness and potential utility of the need for
purpose.
Implications Beyond Immediate Functioning
The research presented on the influence of the need for purpose on emotions and
SWB, as well as that covered in relation to conscious and nonconscious processes,
suggest that it has broad implications for human functioning. Nonetheless, much of this
research focuses on more immediate consequences, such as temporary fluctuations in
emotion, changes in reaction time, and performance on relatively simple tasks in a
laboratory setting. A need should have an impact on “health or adjustment” (Baumeister
& Leary, 1995; p. 498) and “psychological integrity, health, and well-being” (Ryan &
Deci, 2017; p. 251), therefore, the need for purpose should have a significant influence on
individuals’ mental and physical health over the lifespan. Satisfaction should be
associated with improved mental and physical functioning and confer protective qualities.
Chronic frustration, on the other hand, should lead to the development of adverse mental
health conditions and psychological dysfunction, and be implicated in reduced physical
health. This section investigates these propositions in terms of the empirical evidence for
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the role of the need for purpose in health, including: a) its potential role in serious mood
disorders (e.g., depression); b) how clinical interventions that target purpose might
improve mental health; c) its effects on physical health across subjective and objective
indices; and d) its long-term implications in light of research with older adults.
Mental Health
Individuals that experience chronic frustration of the need for purpose are expected
to exhibit a greater likelihood of developing serious psychological disorders. Such an
argument in relation to the established needs has been advanced before. For example,
Sheldon (2011) proposed that chronic dissatisfaction of the established needs might
correspond with various personality disorders. Sheldon argued that such disorders
typically do not emerge until adolescence, suggesting they might be ‘learned’, in part, as
a result of chronically unmet needs in one’s development. Specifically, Sheldon (2011)
proposed that dissocial or antisocial personality disorders might arise from the unmet
need for relatedness, dependent personality disorders might arise from the unmet need for
autonomy, and avoidant personality disorders might correspond with an unmet need for
competence. More recently, Ryan and Deci (2017) provided a more expansive set of
propositions in relation to need frustration and psychopathology, covering obsessive and
paranoid disorders, eating disorders, self-critical depression, and impaired emotional
regulation. In essence, the thrust of the argument linking needs to psychopathology is
that, if the necessary psychological nutrients for optimal functioning are not provided,
individuals are more likely to experience cascading negative effects on their “biological,
psychological, and social capacities” that result in serious dysfunction (Ryan & Deci,
2017, p. 401).
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Depressive Disorders. Although greater meaning and purpose in life has been
linked to reduced anxiety (e.g., George & Park, 2017; Kim, Sun, Park, Kubzansky, &
Peterson, 2013; Kim, Sun, Park, & Peterson, 2013; Smith & Zautra, 2004), a much more
consistent pattern appears to link it to fewer depressive symptoms (Boyle et al., 2009;
Boyle et al., 2012; Chow & Ho, 2012; George & Park, 2017; Hadden & Smith, 2019;
Kim, Sun, Park, Kubzansky, & Peterson, 2013; Kim, Sun, Park, & Peterson, 2013; Kim,
Hayward, & Reed, 2014; Mascaro & Rosen, 2005, 2008; Pinquart, 2002; Schulenberg et
al., 2016; Smith & Zautra, 2004; Steger et al., 2006; Steger et al., 2009). Conversely,
lower meaning and purpose is associated with more depressive symptoms (Harlow et al.,
1986; Steger et al., 2006; Steger et al., 2009). These studies have been conducted with a
range of samples drawn from adolescents (Schulenberg et al., 2016), young adults (e.g.,
Hadden & Smith, 2019), middle-aged adults (e.g., Chow & Ho, 2012; Kim, Sun, Park, &
Peterson, 2013), to the elderly (e.g., Dixon, 2007; Pinquart, 2002); with individuals
suffering from various health conditions (e.g., osteoarthritis: Smith & Zautra, 2004;
Alzheimer’s disease: Boyle et al., 2012); and using longitudinal designs (e.g., Hadden &
Smith, 2019; Mascaro & Rosen, 2005, 2008). Additionally, one study reported a stronger
negative correlation for the experience of purpose with depression than between
depression and satisfaction of the established needs (Ferrand et al., 2014). These
associations also seem to be somewhat attributable specifically to the experience of
purpose rather than other components of meaning in life. Aside from a few studies that
combined purpose with other aspects of meaning (i.e., Mascaro & Rosen, 2005, 2008),
the aforementioned research used measures of meaning or purpose that I have previously
proposed reflect global satisfaction or frustration of the need for purpose to some degree
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(e.g., Purpose component of the MEMS: George & Park, 2017; Meaning in Life
Questionnaire, MLQ: Steger et al., 2006; Steger et al., 2009; Ryff’s scale of Purpose in
Life: Boyle et al., 2009; Boyle et al., 2012; Kim, Sun, Park, Kubzansky, & Peterson,
2013; Kim, Sun, Park, & Peterson, 2013; the Purpose in Life Test: Chow & Ho, 2012;
Dixon, 2007; Ferrand et al., 2014; Hadden & Smith, 2019; Kim, Hayward, & Reed, 2014;
Schulenberg et al., 2016).
Collectively, this research represents a consistent pattern that the experience of
purpose, or lack thereof, is associated with depressive symptoms. However, these studies
are correlational and conducted with non-clinical populations, so the proposition that the
need for purpose might a play a role in depressive disorders is speculative. Yet, an
examination of research with clinical populations diagnosed with depression and related
disorders, and those with near-clinical levels of relevant symptoms, suggests that goaldirected processes and their dysregulation play a significant role in these pathologies
(Johnson et al., 2019). These claims align with the hypothesized effects of frustration of
the need for purpose, especially as it relates to the progress component and frustration of
goal striving as a factor in psychopathology (e.g., Karoly, 1999, 2006).
Johnson et al. (2019) proposed that the long-term experience of extreme affect that
is part of depression and mania might be influenced by impaired goal regulation because
“goal regulation itself also automatically helps regulate affect” (p. 140). Johnson and
colleagues arrived at this argument by extrapolating from Carver and Scheier’s (1998)
proposition that affect is created by the monitoring of progress toward one’s goals, such
that a slow rate of perceived progress results in negative affect and a high rate of
perceived progress results in positive affect. However, the quality of the affect (e.g.,
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sadness vs. anger) is informed by whether the goal is perceived to be ultimately
attainable, resulting in: a) some reduction of effort when progress is high (i.e.,
‘coasting’); b) greater investment of effort and resources when progress is slow, but the
goal is attainable; or c) abandonment when progress is slow and the goal is unreachable.
Therefore, in healthy functioning, affect cues behaviors that reduce their experience.
Elation or ecstasy promotes reduction of effort and basking in goal progress and
depressed affect promotes goal abandonment to dissipate the emotions. In individuals that
suffer from mood regulation disorders there should be evidence of goal dysregulation,
such as difficulty in accurately appraising progress and disengaging from goals (Johnson
et al., 2019). In terms of the need for purpose, these individuals should be able to identify
and adopt sources of meaningful direction but might have difficulty in self-regulating
goals and affect due to chronic frustration of their desire to experience progress toward
related objectives. The chronically unmet need for purpose might then lead to the
development of maladaptive cognitions and behaviors. In depression, this might result in
pessimism regarding one’s goal progress and the ultimate attainability of one’s goals.
Individuals diagnosed with major depressive disorder (MDD) have been found to
perceive their goals as more difficult than the non-depressed (Cléry-Melin et al., 2011).
Research has also found that dysphoric adolescents provided more reasons why they
would not achieve their personal goals and believed they had less personal control over
attainment than their non-dysphoric counterparts (Dickson & MacLeod, 2006). Crucially,
individuals with MDD do not perceive themselves to be less sensitive to rewards than
non-clinical individuals (Johnson et al., 2003; Mellick et al., 2014; Quilty et al., 2014),
suggesting that their goal-related dysfunctions are not due to perceptions of goal-relevant
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rewards as less attractive. Indeed, Dickson et al. (2011) found that depressed individuals
did not perceive their personal goals to be any less important than controls but did
perceive them as less attainable and saw themselves as having less control over the
efficacy of their pursuits.
The goal-related pessimism associated with depression also extends to actual goal
striving efforts. Individuals with MDD have been shown to be less willing to engage in
high physical or cognitive effort to obtain high rewards (Cléry-Melin et al., 2011;
Henriques & Davidson, 2000; Treadway et al., 2012), and these differences are more
attributable to their disorder than to current emotional state (Cléry-Melin et al., 2011).
There is also evidence of a vicious cycle in goal regulation for those suffering from
depression. Adolescents with MDD have more intense negative reactions to failed goal
striving than controls (Hankin et al., 2012). Major depressive individuals also perform
more poorly after failed attempts than the non-depressed (Holmes & Pizzagalli, 2008).
Further, Dunne et al. (2011) found that difficulties in goal disengagement predicted
increases in depressive symptoms six years later.
Interpreting the results of these studies as indicative of the cascading negative
effects that result from need frustration (Ryan & Deci, 2017) suggests that the need for
purpose might be implicated in depressive disorders. Depressed individuals are able to
identify sources of meaningful direction, as reflected in the fact that they set personally
important goals but are pessimistic about their eventual attainment and the efficacy of
their goal striving attempts. Despite this pessimism, depressed persons also seem to react
more negatively than others to failed goal striving and have greater difficulty abandoning
goals, perhaps because of maladaptive cognitions that compel them to continue with even
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futile goal striving attempts. It appears that depressed individuals might be less likely to
protect themselves from the negative impact of pursuing unattainable goals through the
adaptive abandonment of these goals in favor of alternative objectives.
Other Mental Health Consequences. Some studies indicate that the absence of
purpose is associated with other mental health issues. For example, work has been
proposed to be a significant source of purpose for most individuals (e.g., Dik & Duffy,
2009; Lysova et al., 2019; Steger et al., 2012; Yeoman, 2014), and there is evidence that
the employed are less affected by mental disorders than the unemployed, for whom the
prevalence of such disorders rises with the duration of unemployment (Müters et al.,
2013). Meta-analyses of longitudinal studies also indicate that it is unemployment that
predicts decreases in mental health rather than the reverse (McKee-Ryan et al., 2005;
Paul & Moser, 2009).
Recent longitudinal research on an emerging condition, internet gaming disorder
(IGD), found that greater purpose in life predicted reduced IGD symptoms a year later
(Zhang et al., 2019). IGD is a disorder characterized by an excessive pattern of internet
gaming with cognitive and behavioral symptoms that appear analogous to those of
substance abuse disorders, such as loss of control over the activity and the experience of
withdrawal symptoms (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). Similar findings on
IGD have been reported for the established needs (Weinstein et al., 2017), adding to
evidence that purpose might deserve equal footing with the needs for autonomy,
competence, and relatedness as they relate to mental health conditions.
The experience of purpose might also play a role in recovery from serious aversive
events. For example, purpose in life was associated with better recovery from grief for
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parents that lost a child based on associations with reduced depressive symptoms and
better physical health (Rogers et al., 2008). In a sample of earthquake survivors, for
which nearly 65% met the criteria for post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), purpose in
life was associated with decreased PTSD symptoms (Feder et al., 2013). Similar relations
have been found between greater purpose in life and reduced PTSD symptoms after an oil
spill in samples of adolescents (Schulenberg et al., 2016) and adults (Aiena et al., 2016).
Lastly, significant associations have been found between suicide and constructs I
have previously proposed correspond with the need for purpose. For example, greater
purpose in life is associated with reduced suicide ideation in clinical and non-clinical
samples (Harlow et al., 1986; Heisel & Flett, 2004, 2014). Meta-analyses of research on
hopelessness, a construct that might reflect the aimlessness stemming from the unfulfilled
need for purpose, have shown it is associated with greater self-harm, suicide ideation,
suicide attempts, and death by suicide (McMillan et al., 2007; Ribeiro et al., 2018).
Purpose in Therapy. Given the significant mental health consequences
associated with frustration of the need for purpose, therapeutic interventions that target
development of the capacities to identify sources of meaningful direction, direct one’s
pursuits toward relevant goals, and appropriately evaluate and adjust such pursuits,
should result in improvements for those suffering from reduced mental health. A recent
meta-analysis by Vos and Vitali (2018) on therapeutic approaches that focus on meaningrelated interventions appears to provide some evidence for these propositions.
Vos and Vitali (2018) refer to meaning as a an “individual’s subjective sense of
purpose, values, understanding of self and the world, self-worth, action-directed goals,
and coping with existential challenges” (p. 609). Although parts of their definition clearly
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encompass other components of the tripartite model of meaning (i.e., coherence:
“understanding of self and the world”; and significance: “coping with existential
challenges”), much of this conceptualization is reflected in the need for purpose’s
primary concerns with a sense of having personally-valued aims and the pursuit of related
goals. The results of Vos and Vitali’s (2018) meta-analysis with 60 trials and
approximately 3,700 participants indicated that meaning-centered therapies did improve
quality of life and reduced psychological stress, and that increases in meaning in life
accounted for significance variance in changes in these outcomes. Findings from studies
with the highest quality of design, controlled trials, indicated that meaning-centered
therapies had large positive effects on quality of life immediately after the final treatment
session and at a follow-up between four and twelve months later. Across all studies
effects were also stronger when the therapeutic technique explicitly encouraged clients to
set goals in their daily life; that is, to transform their broader aims into achievable
objectives.
Although the results of Vos and Vitali’s (2018) meta-analysis support the efficacy
of addressing meaning in therapy, they do not necessarily indicate that such
improvements come as a result of addressing the need for purpose. However, I propose
that a review of the items in measures used across these studies to assess meaning in life
reveal conceptual overlap with the need for purpose. Of 17 meaning in life instruments
reported in the meta-analysis, only two measures did not include items that covered
content relevant to purpose (i.e., the Chinese Sources of Meaning in Life Scales: Cheng
et al., 2015; Quality of Life Concerns at the End of Life - Value: Lai, 2013). For the
remaining measures and their translations, I have previously argued that they overlap
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with the need for purpose to some degree (i.e., Purpose in Life Test: Crumbaugh, 1968;
MLQ: Steger et al., 2006; Ryff’s SPWB: Ryff, 1989); measure the related hope and
hopelessness construct (i.e., Beck et al., 1974; Kang et al., 2007; Scheier & Carver, 1985;
Snyder et al., 1991); or contain item content that I propose assesses purpose upon review
(i.e., Brady et al., 1999; Jaarsma et al., 2007). The remaining measures were not
examined in detail due to language barriers or unavailability (n = 5). Altogether, over half
the measures appeared to tap into some aspects of satisfaction or frustration of the need
for purpose, suggesting that the meaning-centered therapies in Vos and Vitali’s (2018)
meta-analysis plausibly exert some of their effects through the need for purpose.
Physical Health
Satisfaction or frustration of the need for purpose should also be implicated in
physical functioning and the expectation is that purpose’s effects should occur through
multiple biological, psychological, and social pathways, and therefore should be
evidenced in a variety of indicators of physical health, as they are for the established
needs (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Meta-analyses in the realms of meaning in life, and purpose
in life specifically, suggests that purpose does have such effects (Cohen et al., 2016;
Czekierda et al., 2017).
Cohen et al. (2016) conducted a meta-analysis examining the relationship between
purpose in life, cardiovascular events, and all-cause mortality. Defining purpose in life as
“a self-organizing life aim that stimulates goals, manages behavior, and provides a sense
of meaning” (p. 122), Cohen and colleagues found greater purpose in life was associated
with lower risk for cardiovascular events and reduced all-cause mortality. Although
Cohen et al.’s meta-analysis was based on 10 studies, these studies included over 136,000
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individual participants, were prospective in nature, and the results remained significant
after adjustments for multiple risk factors. The results of Czekierda et al.’s (2017) metaanalysis provide additional support using measures of purpose in life that conceptualize it
as the “motivational nature of meaning in life (life’s goals and purpose)” (p. 393).
Czekierda and colleagues found that purpose was associated with better physical health in
terms of subjective indicators (e.g., ratings of pain, fatigue, discomfort) and objective
indicators (e.g., mortality rates, immune system markers, cholesterol, blood pressure).
Czekierda et al.’s results also did not differ across health status (e.g., healthy versus
individuals with cancer or other serious conditions) or study location (i.e., AmericanAustralian, European, and Asian), supporting the universal relevance of purpose to
physical health. These findings suggest that the need for purpose is a significant factor in
physical health but the specific pathways for such effects are currently unclear.
Cohen et al. (2016) proposed that the experience of purpose in life might directly
protect individuals from pathophysiological responses to stressors, given research
connecting purpose in life to lower aortic calcification (Matthews et al., 2006), reduced
levels of inflammatory factors (Friedman et al., 2007; Ryff et al., 2004), better immune
system functioning (Bower et al., 2003), reduced odds of diabetes (Hafez et al., 2018),
and lower nocturnal blood pressure (Mezick et al., 2010). Individuals with higher purpose
in life might also engage in behaviors that lead to better health, as there is evidence that
purpose in life is associated with lower hip-waist ratio (Ryff et al., 2004), optimal sleep
duration (Hamilton et al., 2007), and fewer unhealthy behaviors, such as smoking and
problem alcohol use (Marsh et al., 2003; Thege et al., 2009). In a recent study, high
purpose in life was also associated with greater use of preventive health services, such as
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colonoscopies and mammograms (Kim, Strecher, & Ryff, 2014). Additionally, purpose in
life might help individuals regulate their emotions and reduce associated stress that can
contribute to physical illness (Roepke et al., 2014). This is compatible with research that
has found individuals with greater purpose are less responsive to potentially aversive
stimuli (van Reekum et al., 2007) and recover to baseline cortisol levels faster after
exposure to a stressor (Fogelman & Canli, 2015). These findings align with those covered
on the potential link between chronic frustration of purpose and mood dysregulation.
In summary, the research suggests that if purpose is considered a need, then the
rationales above might all play a part in its influence. Indeed, the various propositions for
its effects align well with arguments for the influence of needs as occurring through
multiple pathways (Ryan & Deci, 2017). The need for purpose then serves as a unifying
and parsimonious construct for the explanation of a range of factors that enhance or
diminish optimal human functioning (Sheldon, 2011).
Aging and Long-term Implications
Satisfaction and frustration of purpose is expected to be relevant over the long term,
including the lifespan, and to have compounding effects over time. Evidence in a
growing area of aging research supports this proposition, as it appears that purpose in life
is critically important for older adults (Irving et al., 2017; Ryff et al., 2016), who might
be most vulnerable to the negative outcomes stemming from frustration of the need for
purpose. Older adults appear to experience lower levels of purpose in life than younger
adults (Jewell, 2010; Keyes, 2011; Pinquart, 2002; Sarvimäki & Stenbock‐Hult, 2000),
and Pinquart (2002) argued that such differences are a result of age-associated difficulties
in areas that contribute to a sense of purpose (e.g., relationships: widowhood; work:
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retirement; meaningful activity: declines in everyday capabilities). Evidence for this
vulnerability is present in meta-analytic research by Li et al. (2020) which found that the
relationship between the search for meaning, interpreted here as partly reflecting the
absence of purpose, and reduced well-being intensified as age increased.
Longitudinal research has also confirmed that purpose in life declines with age
(Springer et al., 2011) and such declines predict greater mortality rates five years later
(Boyle et al., 2009). Of special relevance to the need purpose, much of the relationship
between purpose in life and mortality in Boyle et al.’s (2009) research was attributable to
items assessing goal-related activities and perceptions of their personal importance (i.e.,
“I used to set goals for myself, but that now seems like a waste of time”; “My daily
activities often seem trivial and unimportant to me”; Ryff, 1989). Purpose in life also
appears to provide some protection from diseases which disproportionately affect older
adults. Follow-ups after seven years revealed that individuals with greater purpose in life
were 2.4 times less likely to develop Alzheimer’s disease (AD; Boyle et al., 2010). Older
adults with greater purpose in life also exhibited a reduced rate of cognitive decline and
less cognitive impairment overall due to AD (Boyle et al., 2010). These cognitiveprotective functions of purpose have been confirmed with post-mortem analyses using
neurobiological indices of pathologic changes in cognitive function, indicating that
greater purpose in life was associated with better cognitive functioning even at high
levels of AD (Boyle et al., 2012). Boyle and colleagues’ (2009, 2010, 2012) findings hold
across gender and ethnicity, and after controlling for multiple risk factors, such as
depressive symptoms, disability, social relationships, and chronic medical conditions.
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The pervasive impact of purpose in older adults is also evidenced in research on
cardiovascular conditions. Yu et al. (2015) found that greater purpose in life was
associated with fewer cerebral macroscopic infarcts, blockages of blood flow to parts of
the brain that are implicated in clinical stroke. Kim, Sun, Park, and Peterson (2013) found
that greater purpose in life was associated with reduced odds for stroke during a four-year
follow-up period, even after controlling for other psychological factors including
depression, negative affect, optimism, and social participation. For those already at high
risk, purpose still serves a protective function. In a sample of individuals diagnosed with
coronary heart disease, Kim, Sun, Park, Kubzansky, and Peterson (2013) found that
greater purpose in life reduced the odds of myocardial infarction (e.g., heart attack, heart
failure) two years after baseline measurement.
In broader health research, purpose in life has been found to predict lower allostatic
load over 10 years in older adults (Zilioli et al., 2015). Allostatic load is a composite
biomarker measure that summarizes physiological dysregulation in cardiovascular,
metabolism, inflammation, nervous system, and adrenal functioning (Seeman et al.,
2001). Wilson et al. (2018) found that greater purpose in life was associated with fewer
hospitalizations across conditions for which hospitalization is potentially preventable
(e.g., heart failure, ulcers, diabetes, hypertension). Older adults with higher purpose in
life have also been found to engage in greater preventive health care (i.e., compliance
with recommendations for diagnosed conditions) and have lower health care use and
expenditures (e.g., inpatient admission; emergency room visits; Musich et al., 2018).
In considering the effects of purpose on cognitive function, Boyle et al. (2012)
proposed that individuals with high purpose in life tend to be goal-oriented and that their
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pursuits likely contribute to stronger and more efficient neural systems. Based on the
evidence provided above, it is possible such an interpretation might be relevant to
cardiovascular and nervous system functioning, and many other potential pathways for
the protective qualities of purpose over the long-term. The longitudinal nature of the
aforementioned studies and the focus on older adults also suggests that purpose might
have effects that compound over time, as might be expected for chronic satisfaction or
frustration of a need, and that it is likely a significant factor in the quality of overall
functioning that individuals experience over their lives.
Conclusions
The evidence reviewed in this section suggests a consistent and stable pattern of
relationships that indicate that the need for purpose fulfills criteria for implications
beyond immediate psychological functioning for mental and physical health. The need
for purpose can be linked to mental health via research on internet gaming disorder
(Zhang et al., 2019), post-traumatic stress disorder (e.g., Feder et al., 2013), and mental
disorders in general (e.g., McKee-Ryan et al., 2005), but most directly to mood disorders,
such as depression (e.g., Dickson et al., 2011; Hankin et al., 2012). Further, reduced
mental health appears amenable to intervention via therapy that focuses on increasing
meaning (Vos & Vitali, 2018), and such effects appear to be at least in part due to
increases in purpose. Meta-analytic research also connects the experience of purpose to
subjective and objective indicators of physical health (Cohen et al., 2016; Czekierda et
al., 2017). These effects also appear to extend over the lifespan based on research
conducted with older adults that indicate purpose is associated with better cognitive and
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physical functioning even for those suffering from serious conditions (e.g., Boyle et al.,
2012; Kim, Sun, Park, Kubzansky, & Peterson, 2013).
Innateness, Universality, and Evolutionary Perspectives
The expectation is that the need for purpose is innate and pervasive, and, therefore,
relevant to all humans. Baumeister and Leary (1995) noted that criteria to verify such a
claim are not agreed upon, but evidence in favor of a need that is interpretable from
evolutionary perspectives would provide some support for its claim. There is also an
expectation that needs are relevant across cultures and demographic groups and such
evidence would support elevating purpose to a need. Therefore, in this section, the
innateness and universality of the need for purpose are examined in relation to: a) its
potential adaptive benefits for survival of the species and individual fitness; b) its role in
human development and cross-cultural relevance; and c) arguments for its broader
societal impact.
Adaptive Benefits
It follows from the argument that needs are innate that evolution would have
selected for these needs because they provide, on average, some degree of adaptiveness
(Sheldon, 2011). These benefits might be accrued in relation to an organism’s likelihood
of survival, reproductive chances, or other functions that would grant them an advantage.
Arguments in favor of the adaptive benefits of purpose have been advanced before. For
example, McKnight and Kashdan (2009) argued that purpose might be a causal force in
the efficient allocation of one’s resources. They argued that purpose might allow
individuals to “shift resources (i.e., physical, biochemical, neural, and cognitive)
according to the greatest need” (p. 246). Although McKnight and Kashdan do not
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explicitly indicate where this ‘greatest need’ might be located, from a purpose-focused
perspective, the assumption is this shift would be made toward the pursuit of goals
aligned with one’s meaningful directions. That is, having a sense of meaningful direction
should serve to clarify and prioritize one’s objectives both within and across life domains.
The desire to experience progress toward these aims then drives humans to pursue
relevant objectives. This type of organizing and overarching framework would be
adaptive for humans (McKnight & Kashdan, 2009), allowing them to take a ‘long view’
of their actions by preventing distraction, even when the pursuit of other goals might lead
to short-term pleasure or other benefits (see the special cognitive protections afforded to
personally important aims detailed in Cognition).
The notion of humans as ‘social animals’ is well-established and, indeed, much of
Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) arguments for the need for relatedness rely on evidence
that humans appear to consistently congregate into groups and that there are adaptive
benefits granted by such behavior. Therefore, the need for purpose should also show
some degree of relevance to group behavior. First, as noted previously, humans appear to
adopt goals designated by others quite easily and research suggests that such adoption
occurs even when the goal is not explicitly communicated. Goal contagion research
indicates humans easily recognize, adopt, and pursue goals they perceive in others’
behaviors (Aarts et al., 2004; Dik & Aarts, 2007) and that adoption is most likely when
there is a perception of belonging to the same group as the model (Loersch et al., 2008).
A propensity to adopt and pursue goals held by others in one’s groups would provide a
significant adaptive advantage by facilitating the cooperation required for the
achievement of complex objectives that would aid in the survival of the species, such as
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the gathering and communal sharing of food and protection of the group from dangerous
predators and other hazards.
In line with these propositions, meta-analytic research on goal setting in groups has
found that goals have a significant influence on group performance that, unexpectedly, is
not moderated by the complexity of the task, interdependence required for performance,
or whether the group participated in setting the goal (Kleingeld et al., 2011). Kleingeld
and colleagues proposed that this seemingly unqualified performance-enhancing function
of group-level goals might be due to their capacity to trigger goal-relevant group-specific
behaviors such as planning, communication, and collective efficacy. Kleingeld et al.
found that even individual-level goals were associated with better group performance, so
long as they were ‘groupcentric’ rather than ‘egocentric’ (i.e., focused on maximizing
individual performance), in which case individual-level goals had a negative effect.
Together, this research suggests that the need for purpose influences individuals to
seek and identify personally meaningful aims and that, once identified, conscious and
nonconscious processes narrow focus toward these goals to improve goal striving efforts
and likelihood of attainment. A fundamental drive of this kind would be expected to
influence almost all aspects of the human experience, and there is evidence that humans
appear to think of their lives, objects, and other humans in goal-related terms (e.g.,
Barsalou, 1983; Ferguson & Bargh, 2004; Fitzsimons & Shah, 2009). These functions of
the need for purpose also appear to operate in groups, a context that would have been
especially relevant for the survival of primitive humans. The adaptive benefits of such a
need are clear and recent work tying social motives assumed to be evolutionarily
determined to the experience of purpose might support this (Scott & Cohen, 2020).
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Over five studies, Scott and Cohen (2020) sought to examine the proposition that
the experience of purpose in life signals that social motives critical to individual fitness
are being satisfied (Kenrick & Krems, 2018; Krems et al., 2017). Fundamental social
motives refer to evolutionarily shaped systems that aid in the management of threats and
opportunities for reproduction, and include self-protection, disease avoidance, mate
seeking/acquisition, mate retention, affiliation, kin care, and status (Neel et al., 2016).
In Scott and Cohen’s (2020) first study, participants wrote about their progress
toward their most important current life goal, identifying what they had accomplished so
far and what steps they planned to take in the future. Participants then rated how much
each social motive fueled their pursuit of the goal and provided ratings of their
experience of purpose in life. Purpose was found to be positively associated with
pursuing one’s most important goal due to the disease avoidance, affiliation, and kin care
motives. The second study was conducted to address concerns that asking participants to
judge the degree to which each social motive drove their goal pursuit biased the results,
because the motivating function of social motives might not be easily accessible to
consciousness and individuals might attribute the reason for pursuing their goals to more
easily accessible motives (e.g., intellectual curiosity) or more socially acceptable ones
(e.g., affiliation in contrast to status). Therefore, participants responded to the
Fundamental Social Motives Inventory (Neel et al., 2016), a measure designed to assess
the chronic activation of each social motive in one’s life. Partial correlations controlling
for personality and affect revealed that greater purpose in life was associated with social
motives for self-protection, mate retention, affiliation, kin care, and status. In the third
study, purpose in life was positively correlated with social motives for self-protection,
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affiliation, kin care, and status, even after controlling for personality, affect, approach and
avoidance motivation, and regulatory focus.
Extending from their correlational studies, Scott and Cohen conducted a fourth
experimental study to determine whether fulfillment of the social motives for mate
acquisition, kin care, and status influenced the experience of purpose in life. Participants
were randomly assigned to one of three conditions that asked them to imagine and
describe complete achievement in one of three life domains, each corresponding to one
social motive (e.g., the family life domain corresponding to the kin care motive). The
control condition instead asked participants to write about their favorite movie. When
compared to the control condition, participants in every manipulation condition reported
greater purpose in life, and no significant differences in purpose were found between
manipulation conditions. In their last study, Scott and Cohen replicated the findings of
their fourth study for mate acquisition and kin care, but not status, and found that the
effects were not attributable to the manipulations resulting in an increase in overall
motivation.
In interpreting their results, Scott and Cohen proposed that “the feeling of progress
or satisfaction in a fundamental domain may be how fundamental motives influence PIL
[Purpose in Life]” (p. 956). If social motives are indeed evolutionarily determined, they
likely represent meaningful directions for all humans, therefore, the experience of
progress toward these aims would contribute to satisfaction of the need for purpose. The
well-being outcomes resulting from this satisfaction (e.g., positive affect, life satisfaction)
would then function to ‘reward’ individuals with experienced enhancements (Sheldon,
2011), encouraging future engagement in relevant adaptive behaviors.
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However, Scott and Cohen’s (2020) work is based on Kenrick and Krems’s (2018)
propositions which rely on individual motive systems rather than a “general, all-purpose
fitness calibration mechanism” (p. 4) as is proposed in the need for purpose and is present
in arguments for the established needs. Nonetheless, Scott and Cohen found significant
associations for all social motives with purpose in life, and the existence of a unifying
need operating under these systems provides a more parsimonious explanation for such
relations than the narrow fragmentation of the human experience assumed by Kenrick
and Krems (2018). The individual versus unifying systems debate is beyond the scope of
the present research but an in-depth exploration of relevant arguments considering needs
is provided by Sheldon (2011).
Developmental Arguments
Evidence that the need for purpose appears to play a role across the lifespan, such
that its implications might be inferred from examinations of human development, would
also provide support for its status as a need. Arguments for developmental relevance are
an integral part of the established needs (Ryan & Deci, 2017), and Sheldon (2011) drew
connections between Erikson’s (1950) stages of development and the needs for
autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Specifically, Sheldon proposed that relatedness
is featured in Erikson’s (1950) first stage of development (trust versus mistrust),
autonomy is implicated in the second stage (autonomy versus shame/doubt), and that
competence appears to be part of the fourth stage (industry versus inferiority). Sheldon
also proposed that the third stage (initiative versus guilt) implicates both autonomy and
competence, but Erikson (1950, 1959), on the other hand, identifies purpose as the virtue
that might be developed at this stage.
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Although Erikson (1959) did not necessarily refer to purpose as it is used in the
present conceptualization of a need for purpose, descriptions of the initiative versus guilt
stage revolve around instrumental engagements with the environment that are markedly
goal-oriented. At this stage, the child is theorized to direct their interactions and play
activities in preparation for goal achievement, and frustration of their goal striving
attempts can lead to an overabundance of ‘guilt’ about what they would like to pursue
and contributes to maladjustment. In more modern theories of human development, play
is defined as “non-serious variant[s] of functional behavior” (Pellegrini et al., 2007; p.
264) that is more concerned with the behaviors (‘means’) than the functions (‘ends’).
However, play behaviors are derived from goal-directed (functional) activity, usually by
modeling adults. In terms of the need for purpose, adjustment in early development
appears to involve engaging in behaviors that likely would result in progress toward
objectives, even if the initial pursuit of such behaviors is the imitation of role models.
The imitation of these behaviors might also be related to a predisposition to readily adopt
goals espoused by groups one belongs to. In early development, these might be familial
groups and other close contacts, and the imitation of their behavior might be
accompanied by the eventual valuation of their aims as personally meaningful.
Beyond early development, others have proposed that purpose is important for
adolescents and young adults to develop into well-adjusted adults (Bronk, 2011; Burrow
& Hill, 2011; Damon et al., 2003). In particular, it appears that a sense of purpose in life
plays a role in helping adolescents form and commit to their identities as they enter
adulthood (Bronk, 2011; Burrow & Hill, 2011). In a recent qualitative study, Glanzer et
al. (2018) found that ‘emerging adults’, young adults ages 18-23, are also concerned with
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life aims and personal goals. However, 32% of participants in the study were classifiable
as ‘directionless’, with only 1% of this group reporting they were comfortable with this
situation. This suggests that even for developing adults, for whom it might be relatively
more common to not have personally meaningful aims (Wrosch et al., 2003), the absence
of purpose is uncomfortable, if not distressing. Research also indicates that ‘directionless’
adolescents and young adults might suffer compared to others, as their counterparts
experience greater well-being and are less susceptible to common risks during
adolescence (e.g., smoking, alcohol and drug use, violent behavior; Hill et al., 2013).
Assessing the presence and search for meaning in life, Steger et al. (2009) found
that, even after exiting young adulthood (24-65+ years of age), purpose was associated
with positive outcomes, whereas its absence was associated with negative outcomes.
Evidence also indicates that older individuals experience less purpose overall but are
engaged in a greater search for it (Li et al., 2020; Pinquart, 2002), and longitudinal
research suggests that purpose does decline with age (Springer et al., 2011). Overall,
theoretical and empirical evidence suggests that purpose plays a critical role in optimal
development and effective functioning across the lifespan.
Cross-cultural Relevance
The need for purpose is also expected to operate across cultures, such that its
implications for human functioning apply across national and cultural boundaries. One
study of relevance was conducted to assess purpose in a major domain of life, work.
Hurst et al. (2016) reported that, in a sample of approximately 26,000 individuals, 37%
valued work that fulfilled a sense of purpose over work that would grant greater status or
pay. Analyses at the national level, found that even the least purpose-oriented countries
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(e.g., Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, United Arab Emirates), still contained 23–28% of
participants that endorsed a desire for purpose-satisfying work over other outcomes, and
approximately 50% did the same in countries with the greatest purpose orientation (e.g.,
Sweden, Germany, Poland). Notably, these results suggest that less than half of
participants desired purpose fulfillment from their work over other benefits and that there
is variation in this desire potentially stemming from differences in socialization across
cultures. On the other hand, despite the instrumental advantages conferred by greater pay
and status, at worst, a quarter of respondents valued the intangible rewards associated
with purpose above such benefits. Further, greater status or pay might themselves be
perceived as contributing to a sense of meaningful direction for some individuals and
might provide satisfaction of the need for purpose at work, even when the work itself
does not (purpose in work).
Self-concordance (Sheldon & Kasser, 1995; Sheldon & Elliot, 1999), a model
which proposes that well-being experienced from goal striving is greatest when
individuals pursue goals that stem from central interests, has received cross-cultural
support. Sheldon et al. (2004) found that the degree of self-concordance in individuals’
goals predicted greater well-being in samples of U.S., Chinese, South Korean, and
Taiwanese participants. These findings were contrary to suggestions that personal goals,
likely to stem from interest and self-expression, would be less associated with well-being
in collectivist cultures (Oishi, 2000). Evidence that personally important goals are
associated with greater well-being across cultures provides further evidence for purpose
as a need because their role in well-being is expected to be partly attributable to their
contribution to a sense of meaningful direction.
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It is also worth recalling that much of the research covered in relation to the
implications of purpose for health found effects that were significant across cultures and
various other demographic factors. If the effects of purpose on health were culturally
dependent, it would be difficult to explain how Cohen et al.’s (2016) meta-analysis found
that greater purpose was associated with lower risk of cardiovascular events and reduced
all-cause mortality when the samples in their analyses were nearly evenly split across the
United States and Japan. Similarly, Czekierda et al. (2017) tested for the moderating
effect of study location (American-Australian, European, and Asian) and did not find
differences for the relationship between purpose in life and indicators of health.
Societal Impact
When reviewing the evidence on the potential adaptive benefits of the need for
purpose, some propositions were made for its relevance to human behavior in small
groups. However, the need for purpose should also exhibit evidence of influence over
human society as a whole. For such evidence, we might turn to research that examines
the role of purpose on the structure and functions of large collectives acting in
cooperation, as can be found under the auspices of commercial enterprise. The
expectation is that there should be identifiable differences across large collectives (e.g.,
organizations) that might be interpreted as a result of the influence of an innate and
pervasive desire for purpose.
One study relevant in this regard used data from 429 companies, comprised of
approximately 450,000 individual responses, to examine whether greater firm-level
purpose was associated with greater organizational financial performance (Gartenberg et
al., 2019). Defining purpose as “a concrete goal or objective for the firm that reaches
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beyond profit maximization” (Henderson & Van den Steen, 2015; p. 327), Gartenberg
and colleagues (2019), at first, found no significant associations between purpose
aggregated to the organizational level and financial performance. However, using
exploratory factor analysis, Gartenberg et al. found that items in their data could be used
to construct measures of ‘purpose-clarity’ and ‘purpose-camaraderie’, as well as
‘management’ and ‘non-discrimination’. Gartenberg et al. then used scores on these
measures aggregated to the organizational level to re-examine their data.
High scores on the purpose-camaraderie measure were interpreted as reflecting
organizations with workforces that felt a high degree of purpose in their work and a sense
of connection with others at work. High scores on purpose-clarity were interpreted as
reflecting organizations with employees who also experienced a high degree of purpose
in their work alongside having managers and supervisors who communicated the
expectations and the direction of the company effectively. At the organizational level,
greater purpose-clarity accounted for significant variance in firm performance (return on
assets) beyond the other measures and including various controls (e.g., total assets, firm
age, overall employee happiness). Additionally, simulations of annual stock returns over
six years revealed that investment portfolios focused on purchasing stocks in firms in the
top quintile of purpose-clarity outperformed all others. Gartenberg et al. (2019) also
reported that their findings were driven by greater purpose-clarity scores at the middle
management level and they explained this by proposing that it is middle managers who
are likely to be most involved in the implementation of organizational strategies and who
must communicate the objectives and importance of these aims. These findings are
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compatible with the proposition that providing a rationale helps individuals internalize
externally-designated goals via satisfaction of their need for purpose.
Conclusions
In summary, it appears that the need for purpose fulfills the criterion for
universality. There are plausible arguments and supporting evidence for its potentially
adaptive benefits for survival and reproduction (e.g., Scott & Cohen, 2010), its role in the
development and maintenance of optimal functioning (e.g., Bronk, 2011; Hill et al, 2013;
Li et al., 2020), its relevance across cultures (e.g., Sheldon et al., 2004; Czkierda et al.,
2017), and influence on behavior in small groups and large collectives (e.g., Kleingeld et
al., 2011; Gartenberg et al., 2019).
However, as covered in Cognition, there is less evidence of neural bases for the
need for purpose, and relevant findings would provide support via evidence for its mark
on human anatomy. Further, the discovery of definitive empirical evidence to prove the
existence of the need for purpose in terms of its evolutionary roots and societal impact is
likely impossible but it appears there is reasonable ‘circumstantial evidence’ for this
claim. Nonetheless, there are other arguments against considering meaning, if not
purpose, as a need (Ryan and Deci, 2017). These are addressed in the following section.
Arguments Against the Need for Purpose
The evidence reviewed to this point suggests that purpose fulfills Baumeister and
Leary’s (1995) criteria for need constructs. However, arguments have been made against
considering ‘meaning’, though not purpose specifically, as a need, most notably by Ryan
and Deci (2017). Ryan and Deci’s (2017) arguments rest on three propositions: 1) need
satisfaction is the basis of health and well-being, and as an index of well-being, meaning

71

is best treated as an outcome of need satisfaction than a need itself; 2) only those goals
which satisfy the established needs lead to the experience of meaning and greater wellbeing; and 3) meaning lacks the conceptual clarity required of a need because it does not
specify what leads to its satisfaction. This section addresses each of these arguments by:
a) distinguishing the need for purpose from the broader meaning construct; b) delineating
why it should not be considered derivative from the established needs; c) providing
arguments for its incremental interpretive function for goals that do not stem from or
satisfy the established needs; and d) detailing specific requirements for its satisfaction.
Meaning as Outcome
Ryan and Deci (2017) argue that meaning is considered an outcome of need
satisfaction because individuals extract meaning from their need-satisfying experiences
as they are integrated into the self. However, this aspect of Ryan and Deci’s (2017)
argument rests on conceptualizing meaning as the feeling that, upon reflection, one has
“been living in a truly fulfilling and satisfying way” (p. 252). This conceptualization of
meaning as a retroactive judgment maps well onto the significance component of the
tripartite model of meaning as a “sense of life’s inherent value and having a life worth
living” (Martela & Steger, 2016; p. 534) rather than the motivational and future-oriented
component of purpose. Considering this correspondence, I agree with Ryan and Deci
(2017) that meaning is not a need but an outcome; an outcome that might be expected to
arise from satisfaction of purpose as it does from the established needs.
In their second argument, Ryan and Deci (2017) note that examination of meaning
theory and empirical research suggests that only experiences that satisfy the established
needs give rise to the experience of meaning and greater well-being. This argument is
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also not antithetical to purpose. Indeed, the need for purpose allows for aims that satisfy
the established needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness to be sources of
meaningful direction. That is, identifying and pursuing personally worthwhile aims that
stem from a desire to satisfy the need for autonomy (e.g., changing occupations to one
that better aligns with the true self), the need for competence (e.g., to work at improving
one’s tennis skills), or the need for relatedness (e.g., to care for an ailing parent), is
entirely compatible with the need for purpose. However, this raises the question of
whether the need for purpose is derivative of the established needs and does not provide
any additional interpretive or predictive advantage.
Derivativeness from Established Needs
In line with Ryan and Deci’s (2017) stance, meaning has often been treated as an
outcome of need satisfaction, so there is little research that examines it and its purposerelevant aspects as a predictor alongside the established needs. Nonetheless, there is some
evidence that constructs at least partly reflecting the need for purpose account for
incremental variance beyond the established needs.
Rahmadani et al. (2019) found that, although satisfaction of the established needs
partially mediated the relationship between leadership and work engagement, satisfaction
of a ‘need for meaningfulness’ also played an independent mediating role in the first of
their two samples. Rahmadani et al. defined their need for meaning in a manner that
appears to reflect substantial aspects of the need for purpose in terms of its goal-directed
nature and the experience of one’s goals as personally important: “the need for
meaningfulness... is defined as the desire to be engaged in activities that are useful,
important, significant, and are in line with one’s personal values” (p. 456). Rahmadani et
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al. (2019) interpreted the non-significance of the mediation by their need for meaning in
their second sample as a potential result of high correlations between the established
needs and the need for meaning. Specifically, they proposed that, in the sample without
the significant mediation, participants were part of the agricultural industry where the
inherent ‘meaningfulness’ of their work, producing foodstuffs, is readily apparent,
leading to greater overlap between the established needs and the need for meaningfulness
(r = .71 vs. .34 in the first sample). On the other hand, in the sample where meaning
played a significant mediating role, participants were in administrative positions where
leadership that inspires employees and highlights their contribution to team and
organizational goals might have greater influence independent of the other needs
(Rahmadani et al., 2019). The authors’ interpretation is compatible with previous
arguments for the role of behaviors that clarify the importance of external goals as
contributing to the recognition and internalization of these aims through the need for
purpose. The mediation models tested in Rahmadani et al.’s (2019) research, however,
are worthy of closer inspection.
In examining whether meaning was an independent mediator between leadership
and work engagement, Rahmadani et al. modeled the established needs as indicators of
an overall basic need satisfaction construct. The unfortunate result of this approach is that
it obscures whether the established needs themselves would act as independent mediators
of leadership alongside meaning. The specification of a model which examined each
established need simultaneously but separately would be of particular interest, given that
the correlations between meaning and the established needs in the second sample are
smaller (r = .31–.44) than those among the established needs (r = .57–.67), suggesting

74

that there is less overlap between meaning and the established needs separately than is
reflected in its correlation with the composite of the established needs. It is possible that
modeling the established needs individually would have resulted in different conclusions
regarding the mediating role of Rahmadani et al.’s need for meaning.
Additional evidence for the contribution of purpose beyond the established needs
can be found in work by Hadden and Smith (2019). Using the PIL-SF, a measure that
arguably reflects satisfaction of the need for purpose (as described in Emotion and
Subjective Well-being), Hadden and Smith (2019) found that daily meaning accounted for
significant variance in well-being outcomes beyond that accounted for by daily measures
of the established needs. The apparent sensitivity of individuals’ well-being to day-to-day
fluctuations in the experience of purpose is compatible with the theorized pervasive
impact of the established needs (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Contrary to findings in support of purpose as a need, Sheldon et al. (2001)
investigated 10 candidate needs and found that meaning did not operate in the same
manner as the established needs. Nonetheless, here the conceptualization of meaning
again better maps onto another component of the tripartite model of meaning than to
purpose. In this case, Sheldon et al. conceptualized meaning as “feeling that you are
developing your best potentials and making life meaningful rather than feeling stagnant
and that life does not have much meaning” (p. 339). This conceptualization at best
reflects one potential ‘meaningful direction’ in the context of the need for purpose (i.e.,
“self-actualization”; Sheldon et al., 2001; p. 356) intertwined with judgments of the
significance component of the tripartite model. Therefore, Sheldon’s study does not serve
as an adequate investigation of whether the need for purpose operates in the same manner
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as the established needs but does provide a blueprint for one methodology that might be
employed in future research examining the need for purpose.
Overall, the available evidence suggests that purpose, if not meaning, appears to
account for additional variance in outcomes beyond the established needs. Further, the
need for purpose aids in the interpretation of the benefits experienced for pursuing aims
not reducible to the needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness.
Interpretive Contribution of the Need for Purpose
In a study developing a taxonomy of personal goals, Grouzet et al. (2005) examined
11 goals that individuals commonly pursue in their lives: affiliation, community feeling,
conformity, financial success, hedonism, image, physical health, popularity, safety, selfacceptance, and spirituality. In line with SDT, Grouzet et al. expected that goals that
satisfy the established needs would be classifiable as intrinsically motivating pursuits
(e.g., autonomy: self-acceptance; competence: physical health; relatedness: community
affiliation), whereas those that do not would be classifiable as extrinsic pursuits (e.g.,
financial success, image, and popularity). However, Grouzet and colleagues also
hypothesized that goals would be classifiable along a second dimension, spanning selftranscendence and the physical self, and that some goals would better fit along this
continuum than the intrinsic-extrinsic dimension. Grouzet et al. (2005) found that some
goals that theoretically should not satisfy the established needs (e.g., hedonism: the
pursuit of pleasure; and spirituality: pursuit of religious or spiritual understanding) indeed
were better classified along this continuum than the intrinsic-extrinsic dimension.
Critically, these goals were personally important to some individuals even though they do
not appear to stem from the established needs. Grouzet et al. also suggested there might
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be life-organizing aims they did not study that are classifiable along these dimensions or
give rise to new ones, such as goals for knowledge, aesthetics, and ecologically
sustainable living; none which immediately correspond to the established needs either.
Other researchers have found that individuals draw meaning from goals that do not
appear to reflect the established needs. Wong (1998) found that, among others,
individuals seem to draw meaning from goals for religion, self-transcendence, humility,
and justice. Schnell (2009) proposed that individuals draw meaning from 26 different
sources including unison with nature, creativity, and tradition. The concern with
meaningful directions that are not derived from the established needs evidenced in these
studies suggests that the need for purpose might be useful in deepening in our
understanding of these pursuits. One personally important aim consistently reported in
research is spirituality, or religiosity, and it provides an opportunity to examine whether
research on this aim can be plausibly interpreted using the need for purpose.
Spirituality, religion, or faith appear to be important sources of purpose for a
significant portion of religious or spiritually-committed individuals. For example, a
Gallup poll found that 63% of 723 members of various faith communities agreed with the
statement: “Because of my faith, I have meaning and purpose in my life” (Winseman,
2002). Research has also found that scores on measures of meaning in life, which
include purpose-focused items, mediate the relationship between religious beliefs and
well-being (Steger & Frazier, 2005). This is hardly surprising given that Crescioni and
Baumeister (2013) propose that providing meaning, and purpose specifically, is a primary
function of religion. Religion offers a “supreme goal of attaining salvation” that provides
a series of smaller more immediate goals to pursue, making it so “one’s own everyday
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goals are determined by God’s goals, and purpose can be derived from working to further
the will of God through one’s own actions” (Crescioni & Baumeister, 2013; p. 8). In this
way, religion can provide individuals with personally important aims that should satisfy
the need for purpose and result in greater well-being. Although the positive outcomes of
religion have been proposed to stem from the satisfaction of the need for relatedness
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995), even within studies that examine this relationship the need
for purpose emerges as a complementary, if not alternative, explanation.
In a recent study, Chan et al. (2019) proposed that a sense of social connectedness
should be associated with greater purpose in life. This hypothesis is in line with SDT and
Ryan and Deci’s (2017) arguments against a need for meaning, as social connectedness
would be expected to result in satisfaction of the need for relatedness and in greater
‘meaning’. Chan et al. (2019), however, also proposed that for those individuals low in
social connectedness, religion, instead, would provide a sense of purpose. Over three
studies, Chan et al. found a consistent interaction between religious beliefs and social
connectedness; religious beliefs were more strongly associated with greater purpose in
life for those who reported low social connectedness. Chan and colleagues attributed their
findings partly to a substitution effect, where human relationships were being replaced
with a relationship with God, but also proposed that religion provided a “a purposeful,
broader worldview for people to turn to in lieu of social relationships” (p. 457). Although
Chan and colleagues did not test these pathways, they appear to suggest religious beliefs
might satisfy needs for relatedness and purpose. Satisfaction of one need does not
preclude satisfaction of another and, indeed, many situations are likely to satisfy multiple
needs to some degree (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Chan et al. (2019) further emphasized the
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non-relatedness implications of religious beliefs by proposing that they expect it is the
purpose provided by religion that accounts for the benefits in their data and that other
nonreligious worldviews may do the same. Notably, the main effects for both social
connectedness and religious beliefs remained significant in the models that included the
interaction. Figures show a difference in intercepts, such that those who were both more
socially connected and reported stronger religious beliefs had greater purpose in life than
all other participants, which might be interpreted as some evidence for the relevance of
both of Chan et al.’s interpretations, and consequently, relatedness and purpose.
In a study extending Chan et al.’s (2019) research, Reynolds et al. (2020) reported
that the moderating effect of religious beliefs on the link between social connectedness
and purpose in life was only present for those who were intrinsically oriented toward
their religion. In essence, greater religious belief only led to greater purpose in life for
individuals who had internalized their beliefs. Reynolds et al.’s interpretation suggests an
explanation for their findings that is also compatible with the need for purpose: “It seems
that for the socially isolated, religiosity’s meaning-making power lies in directing one’s
life, rather than motivating social connection” (p. 4).
Lastly, Sheldon and Kasser (1998) examined whether the degree of selfdetermination in reasons for pursuing a goal (i.e., intrinsic versus extrinsic) would predict
changes in well-being. Sheldon and Kasser found such evidence, as well as a moderating
effect for self-determination’s role in the relationship between goal progress and wellbeing. Participants who pursued more self-determined goals also experienced the greatest
benefits from progress. In this study, participants were asked to report any personally
important goals they were pursuing, and Sheldon and Kasser found that the two most
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self-determined goals were to ‘become more sensitive to my fiancée’ and to ‘grow with
God’. The question then is why this second goal, a spiritual or religious aim, would be
experienced as intrinsic when Grouzet et al.’s (2005) research suggest it would be better
classified as a self-transcendence goal? Similarly, why would Reynolds et al. (2020) find
that the benefits for religious beliefs only appeared to be associated with an intrinsic
orientation toward these beliefs? From the perspective of the need for purpose, the
intrinsic versus extrinsic experience of one’s religious beliefs and related goals is a result
of their identification and adoption as personally meaningful aims, satisfying the need for
purpose, which contributes to greater internalization and more autonomous motivation.
In interpreting research involving religious beliefs, I do not claim that the need for
purpose provides the only explanation for these results. Rather, this research affords an
opportunity to illustrate how the need for purpose provides an additional tool for the
interpretation of goals that do not appear reducible solely to the established needs.
Indeed, in the case of religious beliefs and social connectedness, it is untested whether the
need for relatedness or the need for purpose is the best explanation, or if both are
responsible to some degree. Individuals also pursue a range of other personally important
aims that are not easily reducible to the established needs and the need for purpose might
contribute to our understanding of how these goals can have positive outcomes.
Goal Contents and The Need for Purpose
The underlying assumption of the need for purpose is that any personally important
aims that contribute to a sense of meaningful direction are beneficial when compared to
having no such direction. On the surface, this appears to be partly in conflict with one of
SDT’s mini-theories, Goal Contents Theory (GCT; Ryan & Deci, 2017), which states that
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the pursuit of extrinsic aspirations (e.g., wealth) should lead to reduced well-being,
whereas the pursuit of intrinsic aspirations stemming from the established needs should
lead to greater well-being. In the simplest terms, there is such a thing as ‘good’ and ‘bad’
goals for well-being according to SDT. However, Ryan and Deci (2017) note that the
pattern of empirical results that led to the development of this theory suggests that these
findings are largely due to the tendency for extrinsic goals to lead to more extrinsic forms
of motivation in comparison to intrinsic goals which tend to lead to more autonomous
forms of motivation. Given that goals that satisfy needs are better internalized, resulting
in more autonomous forms of motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000), it follows that the pursuit
of goals with content that is extrinsic in nature but that is aligned with one’s meaningful
directions should result in greater internalization and well-being because they satisfy the
need for purpose. The need for purpose then provides a parsimonious explanation for
why these extrinsic pursuits can have beneficial outcomes.
Closely tied to GCT, the self-concordance model (Sheldon & Kasser, 1995;
Sheldon & Elliot, 1999) proposes that well-being increases due to goal progress to the
extent that one’s goals are congruent with one’s central beliefs and interests (i.e., the
degree of their self-concordance). As expected, research on the self-concordance model
does indicate that goals that satisfy the established needs result in the greatest well-being
(Kasser & Ryan, 1996; Sheldon & Elliot, 1999; Sheldon & Kasser, 1995). However,
research also indicates that individuals can experience increased well-being from
pursuing what might appear to be extrinsically-motivated aspirations (Carver & Scheier,
1998; Srivastava et al., 2001).
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From the perspective of the need for purpose, ‘good’ goals certainly include
intrinsic aims that satisfy the established needs. However, this does not explain why the
pursuit of ‘bad’ extrinsic goals can also be associated with greater well-being in some
cases. Yet, the internalization of these goals, and their well-being benefits, may also be a
result of satisfaction of the need for purpose. Because some extrinsic goals might be
perceived as contributing to a sense of meaningful direction, they might be more readily
internalized and experienced as more self-determined (i.e., autonomous) than they would
be otherwise. Goals that stem from the established needs and align with one’s meaningful
directions are ‘better’ goals than purpose-satisfying extrinsic aims, but the worse
outcomes are expected from extrinsic goals that are not aligned with one’s core aims
because they do not satisfy the established needs or the need for purpose. The expectation
is that extrinsic aims will become more internalized to the degree that they satisfy the
need for purpose, resulting in the benefits associated with self-concordance, whereas
those that do not satisfy purpose remain extrinsic, resulting in negative outcomes.
The Specific Requirements of Purpose
Ryan and Deci (2017) also argue that meaning should not be considered a need due
to a lack of clarity. They propose that “meaning is associated with well-being, but it does
not specify content – that is, it does not make clear what people need to do to achieve
meaning” (Ryan & Deci, 2017; p. 254). This claim does not apply to the need for purpose
as conceptualized in this research. Individuals can satisfy their need for purpose by
identifying some aspirations as sources of meaningful direction and engaging in the
successful pursuit of these core aims and their related objectives. One potential concern is
that there is a lack of specificity in the need for purpose as to which aims will contribute
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to a sense of meaningful direction. However, relying on individuals’ judgment of the
personal value of their aims is no different than the judgments inherent to satisfaction of
the established needs. Whether a relationship fulfills a desire for intimate and caring
connection (relatedness), or whether one feels effective in dealing with challenges
(competence), or whether one feels in control of one’s experience (autonomy), all rely on
individual perception. This innate sense of satisfaction or frustration in terms of the
established needs is also expected to apply to purpose; and throughout this review, I have
presented evidence that the wide variety and pervasiveness of purpose-relevant processes
suggests that it is a constant, natural, and nearly automatic aspect of human functioning.
For the purpose hypothesis, identifying personally meaningful aims also activates a
desire to experience progress toward these objectives and motivates pursuit (Armitage &
Conner, 2001; Sheeran, 2002) and it is the experience of progress toward one’s
meaningful objectives via successful goal striving that brings about full satisfaction.
Because full satisfaction rests on the experience of progress rather than attainment, the
need for purpose is also aligned with goal-centric theories which propose that individuals
are continuously engaged in a process of creating new goals to pursue (e.g., social
cognitive theory: Bandura, 1986, 2012). For example, Scott and Cohen (2020) found that
the social motive for mate acquisition was not related to greater purpose in life for those
in committed relationships, but instead found a significant correlation for the mate
retention motive in this group. The purpose-satisfying goal of mate seeking was simply
replaced by a new objective to retain one’s partner, which presumably was developed
upon attainment of the first goal. This suggests that the need for purpose also fulfills
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criteria to be considered growth-oriented, as are the established needs, rather than a
deficit need, a distinction made by Ryan and Deci (2017) for other failed candidates.
Conclusions
Ryan and Deci’s (2017) arguments to the contrary, the need for purpose does not
appear to be easily subsumed into the established needs, indicating it fulfills the criterion
for non-derivativeness. It also does not appear to suffer from the lack of conceptual
clarity with which Ryan and Deci (2017) dismiss meaning. The need for purpose is based
on the motivation and future-oriented component of the tripartite model of meaning,
whereas the meaning referred to by Ryan and Deci (2017) better reflects the retrospective
and evaluative significance component (Martela & Steger, 2016) that is expected to be an
outcome of need satisfaction, including the need for purpose. Empirically, research on
purpose-relevant constructs alongside the established needs has found that it accounts for
variance in well-being beyond autonomy, competence, and relatedness, suggesting it is
also best treated as a predictor than an outcome (Hadden & Smith, 2019).
Purpose might also broaden the interpretive power of needs, as research on goals
that are not reducible to the established needs appears amenable to explanation via the
need for purpose because it provides a mechanism for the internalization of some
extrinsic aims. The need for purpose is also not vulnerable to Ryan and Deci’s (2017)
argument that meaning, as a need, does not specify what must be done to satisfy it. Partial
satisfaction of purpose is derived from what appears to be a common and natural process
of identifying aims that contribute to a sense of meaningful direction. Full satisfaction is
experienced as a result of making progress toward the objectives related to one’s
meaningful directions.
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General Conclusions
A review of the existing literature indicates support for the ‘purpose hypothesis’
because there appears to be substantial evidence that the need for purpose fulfills
Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) criteria for evaluating needs. In concert, theoretical and
empirical work point to the need for purpose as a parsimonious adaptive imperative that
guides human cognition, affect, and behavior with pervasive implications for individual
and collective functioning.
In favor of its impact on cognitive processing, several theories consider the
selection and pursuit of goals as essential to effective self-regulation (e.g., control theory,
Carver & Scheier, 1998; goal setting theory, Locke & Latham, 2002; social cognitive
theory, Bandura, 1986, 2012). These cognitions also exert great influence over attention
given that individuals are sensitive to subtle cues that activate goal selection and pursuit
(e.g., brief exposure to words: Bongers et al., 2010; others’ behaviors: Aarts et al., 2004).
The influence of the need for purpose extends to nonconscious processes, such that
special cognitive protections are provided to personally important goals to prevent
derailment (e.g., Shah et al., 2002), executive function is harmed until progress is made
(Masicampo & Baumeister, 2011), and frustration of progress is a key factor in bringing
nonconscious goals into awareness (Bongers et al., 2010). The pervasiveness of the
influence held by purpose on cognition is also evidenced by research that indicates
humans perceive their lives, environment, and others in goal-related categories (Barsalou,
1983; Fitzsimons & Shah, 2009) and shape important aspects of their lives, such as their
social networks, according to these perceptions (Shea & Fitzsimons, 2016).
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Fulfilling criteria for consequences on affect, a substantial body of literature ties the
experience of purpose to greater positive emotions and fewer negative emotions (e.g., Li
et al., 2020; Ryff et al., 2014). Importantly, the implications of the need for purpose go
beyond potentially fleeting consequences, such as mood, to indices of more chronic
affective disorders and mental health. There is evidence linking purpose to depression
(e.g., Dickson et al., 2011), post-traumatic stress disorder (Feder et al., 2013), internet
gaming disorder (Zhang et al., 2019), and recovery from aversive events (e.g., loss of a
child: Rogers et al., 2008). The need for purpose might also play a role in improving
mental health as the increase in quality of life and reduced psychological distress
attributed to meaning-centered psychotherapy (Vos & Vitali, 2018) might be due, in part,
to targeting purpose-relevant cognitions and behaviors.
The implications of the need for purpose beyond immediate psychological
functioning are also supported by research on physical health. Meta-analytic and
prospective research consistently report that a sense of purpose contributes to better
physical functioning across objective and subjective indices and potentially through
multiple pathways (e.g., Cohen et al., 2016; Czekierda et al., 2017). A picture of the
crucial role of purpose across the lifespan also takes shape when research with older
adults is examined, as it reveals that purpose has protective qualities when it comes to the
development and consequences of illnesses that disproportionally affect older
populations, such as Alzheimer’s disease and cardiovascular conditions (e.g., Boyle et al.,
2012; Yu et al., 2015).
The need for purpose also appears to play a role in a broad a variety of behaviors.
Simply forming intentions to pursue a goal is enough to direct behavior toward pursuit
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(e.g., Armitage & Conner, 2001; Sheeran, 2002). Supporting its ability to produce effects
in all but the most adverse circumstances, individuals induced to dwell on the obstacles
that prevent attainment of their goals will nonetheless exert some effort toward gaining
satisfaction (Oettingen, 2012). The explanation and prediction of a wide range of
behaviors is also bolstered by considering the need for purpose given that it provides
plausible mechanisms for understanding behavior in simple laboratory tasks (e.g., wordfinding: Bargh et al., 2001; volunteering for future studies: Dik & Aarts, 2007) to
proactive engagement in preventive care that can have life-altering implications (e.g.,
colonoscopies, mammograms: Kim, Strecher, & Ryff, 2014). At its most extreme, the
absence or frustration of purpose, as reflected in hopelessness, appears to be a key factor
in understanding seriously destructive behaviors such as self-harm and suicide attempts
(McMillan et al., 2007; Ribeiro et al., 2018).
Although harder to prove definitively, there is research that might be interpreted as
evidence for the need for purpose as innate and universal. This research was reviewed
and interpreted according to arguments for the evolutionary adaptiveness of purpose, its
developmental and cross-cultural relevance, and theorized impact on society. For
example, theoretical arguments for the adaptive benefits of purpose (e.g., McKnight &
Kashdan, 2009) appear to be supported based on research on evolutionarily determined
fundamental social motives (Scott & Cohen, 2020), such that individuals report greater
purpose when they feel they are achieving presumably instinctual aims. Purpose also
appears to be important to human development across the lifespan: for children (Erikson,
1950), adolescents and young adults (e.g., Bronk, 2011; Burrow & Hill, 2011; Hill et al.,
2013), and older adults (Irving et al., 2017; Ryff et al., 2016). The benefits of purpose
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also remain significant when accounting for culture and geographic location (Cohen et
al., 2016; Czekierda et al., 2017) and people appear to value purposeful activity in
significant life domains, such as work (Hurst et al., 2016). At the societal level, research
on organizations, as stand-ins for the broader collective, suggests that purpose can have a
significant influence on large groups and that this impacts even distal outcomes such as
organizational financial performance (Gartenberg et al., 2019). These findings link well
to the galvanizing effect that shared important aims can have on small group behavior
(Kleingeld et al., 2011) and provide a complementary perspective on the evolutionary
adaptiveness of the need for purpose.
The pieces of evidence brought together in this review, though potentially disparate
on the surface, suggest that the need for purpose meets Baumeister and Leary’s (1995)
criteria. As a whole, humans seemed concerned with finding sources of meaningful
direction and engage in a variety of behaviors to attain related objectives once they are
identified. The satisfaction or frustration of this need also appears to significantly
influence affect, cognition, health, and adjustment across situations without especially
supportive circumstances. These effects are long-lasting and at least some evidence
suggests that they are attributable specifically to purpose, beyond the established needs
and other components of the broader meaning construct, indicating that it fulfills the
criterion for non-derivativeness. This concern with purpose is relevant for individuals and
groups, across cultures and nations, and for children, adolescents, and adults, and can be
understood in evolutionary terms in light of its potentially adaptive benefits.
However, Ryan and Deci (2017) argued that any new need should account for
variance in well-being and other outcomes relevant to optimal functioning beyond the
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established needs. Additionally, much of the present evidence relies on research
examining purpose-relevant constructs that reflect satisfaction or frustration of purpose to
some extent but are potentially deficient in their correspondence to this need or
contaminated because they assess aspects of other constructs. Needs can also be satisfied
and frustrated within specific life domains (e.g., work: Baard et al., 2004; education:
Cordeiro et al., 2016; sport: Bartholomew, Ntoumanis, Ryan, & Thøgersen-Ntoumani,
2011) and nearly all the extant evidence for the need for purpose is based on its
satisfaction and frustration in the global domain. Therefore, to provide a more
comprehensive test of the hypothesis that individuals have an innate and pervasive drive
for purpose, I conducted three studies to address these concerns via: 1) the development
and validation of a measure assessing satisfaction and frustration of the need for purpose;
2) investigating an initial nomological network of the construct; and 3) determining
whether it accounts for variance in relevant outcomes beyond the established needs in the
global and work domains.
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Chapter III: Overview of Empirical Studies
As noted in the previous section, currently available measures of purpose do not
entirely correspond to its conceptualization as a need. Therefore, the following studies
were conducted to develop and refine the Satisfaction and Frustration of Purpose Scales
(SFPS). These studies were also designed to provide an initial assessment of the
nomological network of the need for purpose and investigate whether it fulfills the
incremental prediction criterion identified by Ryan and Deci (2017) for candidate needs
in the global and work domains.
First, an initial item pool was developed according to test construction guidelines
provided by Hinkin (1998) using items from existing measures of meaning in life and
developed specifically for the assessment of the need for purpose. These items were then
presented to a group of subject matter experts (SMEs) to assess their content adequacy.
Those items found to correspond strongly to the need for purpose and not to the needs for
autonomy, competence, or relatedness, were then administered for further evaluation in
Study 1.
Study 1 focused on assessing the psychometric properties of the item pool for the
SFPS and the construction of the best-performing versions of the scales. Item-level
analyses were conducted to identify items exhibiting low correlations with the remaining
items in the pool, indicating they likely did not assess the same construct as the others,
and to identify items with other undesirable characteristics for the construction of the
final scales (e.g., low variability, extreme levels of skewness or kurtosis). Following
recent recommendations for maximizing the psychometric properties of an instrument
within the constraints of scale length (e.g., construct coverage, reliability), item selection
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for the SFPS was done following optimization procedures described by Cortina et al.
(2020). Factor structure analyses were then conducted to investigate whether the bestperforming combination of items for each scale reflected two distinct factors
corresponding to satisfaction and frustration of purpose.
Study 2 provided an additional assessment of the factor structure underlying the
SFPS by examining whether the SFPS tapped into distinct factors from scales assessing
satisfaction and frustration of the established needs in the global domain. Second, this
study examined an initial nomological network of the need for purpose focusing on wellbeing outcomes expected to be theoretically related to purpose as they are to the
established needs (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Lastly, this study investigated whether the need
for purpose accounted for variance in well-being outcomes beyond the established needs
in the global domain. This is considered a stringent test for the viability of a need and has
been employed in the examination of other candidates (e.g., González-Cutre et al., 2016;
Martela & Ryan, 2020).
Study 3 investigated the relevance of the need for purpose in a narrower but central
domain of individuals’ lives, work. As a final assessment of the factor structure of the
SFPS, this study provided a second investigation of whether the SFPS reflected distinct
factors from those assessing satisfaction and frustration of the established needs. This
study also investigated whether the need for purpose accounted for additional variance in
work-specific outcomes, as meta-analytic evidence indicates that the established needs
play a critical role in work-relevant attitudes and behaviors (Cerasoli et al., 2016; Van
den Broeck et al., 2016). The work focus of Study 3 is also aligned with the increasing
importance placed on multiple domain-level research for candidate needs (e.g., Bagheri

91

& Milyavskaya, 2020; González-Cutre et al., 2016) because cross-domain relevance is a
major component of arguments for the pervasive influence of needs (Vansteenkiste et al.,
2020). Lastly, Study 3 expanded the nomological network of the need for purpose by
investigating antecedents that might contribute to its satisfaction at work.
The studies in the present research tested a series of hypotheses that are introduced
in their respective chapters and are collected in Appendix A. The appendix also details
the broader type of information that tests of each hypothesis provided for the validity of
the need for purpose. Specifically, convergent validity refers to the degree to which a
construct correlates with similar or theoretically-related constructs; discriminant validity
refers to evidence that suggests it is distinguishable from other constructs (e.g., evidence
for distinct underlying factors); and criterion-related validity refers to whether it accounts
for variance in hypothesized outcomes (Hinkin, 1998).
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Chapter IV: Initial Development of the SFPS
Item development for the SFPS followed a deductive approach (Schwab, 1980)
wherein a definition of the theoretical construct was used as a guide for the development
of the items (Hinkin, 1998). The definition used in this process, as established in the
theoretical development of purpose in Defining the Need for Purpose, was “a pervasive
drive for a sense of meaningful direction and the experience of progress toward
associated objectives”. Using this definition, separate item pools were developed to
assess the experience of satisfaction and frustration of the need. Following procedures
employed in the construction of recent measures of the established needs (e.g., Chen et
al., 2015; Longo et al., 2016), development of the item pool started with a search for
measures of meaning in life to be used as sources of item content.
Brandstätter et al. (2012) conducted a review of nearly 60 measures of meaning in
life currently available in the literature. The measures identified in this review were
supplemented by an additional search using the same keywords as Brandstätter and
colleagues in the PsycINFO and Google Scholar electronic databases extending from the
end of their search, January 2011, to January 2018. The item content of each measure was
examined for its correspondence to the need for purpose and relevant items were included
in the item pool. Note that the review of these measures focused on the item content
rather than the correspondence between the constructs they were intended to measure and
the need for purpose. For example, Steger et al.’s (2006) MLQ contains items relevant to
the need for purpose despite the authors’ interest in assessing the broader meaning in life
construct (e.g., “My life has a clear sense of purpose”). Nonetheless, most measures did
not contain items that appeared to adequately assess the need for purpose. For example,
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the popular Sources of Meaning and Meaning in Life Questionnaire (Schnell, 2009) only
contains items focused on determining where individuals potentially draw their purpose
(e.g., generativity, power, freedom) or assessing a broader experience of meaning than
encompassed in the need for purpose (e.g., “I think my life has a deeper meaning”). No
items were drawn from context-specific measures of meaning because these contained
items that would be difficult to use across domains (e.g., Comprehensive Meaningful
Work Scale: “We contribute to products and services that enhance human well-being
and/or the environment”; Lips-Wiersma & Wright, 2012). In total, eight items from
established scales were included in the item pool. The complete item pool can be found in
Table 1.
Table 1
Item Pool and Instructions for the Satisfaction and Frustration of Purpose Scales (SFPS)
Instructions: Below, we ask you about the kind of experiences you actually have [in your life/in your
work]. Please read each of the following items carefully. You can choose from 1 to 5 to indicate the
degree to which the statement is true for you at this point in your life.
Response Options: 1 (Not true at all) to 5 (Completely true), no description for 2–4.
Item Stem: In my life…[work/studies/sport]
Item

PS1
PS2
PS3
PS4
PS5
PS6
PS7
PS8
PS9
PS10
PS11
PS12
PS13
PS14

Content
Satisfaction of the Need for Purpose
I have aims worth striving for.
I have goals that compel me to keep going.
I feel that my goals guide what I do.
I have goals that are important to me.
I feel the direction I’m going is motivating to me.
I’m pursuing goals that are worth the effort.
I’m striving for things that are valuable to me.
I’m on a path that is important to me.
I feel fulfilled when working towards my objectives.
I’m accomplishing things that matter.
I’m making progress toward what I really want.
I have a sense of purpose.
I feel that, most days, I know what I want to accomplish.
I can easily identify what I am trying to achieve.

Source

Primary
Focus

George & Park (2017)
George & Park (2017)
George & Park (2017)
George & Park (2017)
George & Park (2017)
Original
Original
Original
Original
Original
Original
Steger et al. (2006)
Original
Original

MD
MD
MD
MD
EP
EP
EP
MD
EP
EP
EP
MD
MD
MD
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PS15
PS16

I’m engaged in activities that are meaningful to me.
Original
EP
I feel like many things I do contribute to goals that are
Original
EP
important.
Frustration of the Need for Purpose
PF1
I don’t have worthwhile goals.
Original
MD
PF2
I lack a direction that drives me forward.
Original
MD
PF3
I feel I’m prevented from achieving goals that I value.
Original
EP
PF4
I’m usually working toward meaningless objectives.
Original
EP
PF5
I feel I’m prevented from pursuing things that matter to
Original
EP
me.
PF6
I feel the goals I accomplish are empty or pointless.
Original
MD
PF7
I feel that most of the things I do don’t have any real
Original
MD
value.
PF8
I feel that, even when I’m busy, I am not accomplishing
Original
EP
anything.
PF9
I often lack a sense of direction.
Original
MD
PF10 Most of my time is wasted on meaningless things.
Original
EP
PF11 I feel many things I do are trivial or unimportant.
Ryff (1989)
MD
PF12 I feel I’m not working towards anything meaningful.
Original
EP
PF13 I feel what I do doesn’t align with what I think is
Original
MD
important.
PF14 I don’t care very much about the things I do.
Scheier et al. (2006)
MD
PF15 I’m not contributing to anything of value.
Original
MD
PF16 I have few opportunities to work on what I care about.
Original
EP
Note. PS = Purpose Satisfaction; PF = Purpose Frustration; Original = Items developed for the present
research; MD = Meaningful Direction; EP = Experience of Progress. Bolded items indicate the final
items selected for the scales based on the results of Studies 1–3.

Hinkin (1998) suggested that a scale should contain at least four items to
adequately assess a construct and this dovetails with the minimum number of indicators
recommended for a latent construct in factor structure analyses (i.e., 3-5 indicators; Kline,
2016). Therefore, additional items were generated to allow for reduction to the four bestperforming items per scale. In the development of their need measures, Longo et al.
(2016) and Chen et al. (2015) constructed item pools for satisfaction and frustration of
each need with an average of 14 and 7 items, respectively. Based on these examples,
items were generated until the item pool was comprised of 16 items assessing satisfaction
and 16 items assessing frustration.
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All items were designed to reduce overlap with content relevant to the established
needs, such as avoidance of wording regarding feeling ‘forced’ to pursue certain goals, as
this might reflect frustration of the need for autonomy. In the interest of covering the
breadth of the construct, care was taken to develop items with content relevant to both the
meaningful direction and experience of progress components of the need for purpose.
Although all items were expected to assess the need for purpose as a whole, efforts were
made to ensure that the ‘primary focus’ of the items in the pool were approximately
evenly split between the meaningful direction and experience of progress components.
The item pool was then examined for its adherence to recommendations by Hinkin
(1998) and usability across contexts. First, items from established measures were
modified as necessary so they could be used across domains. For example, an item from
George and Park’s MEMS (2017; “I have aims in my life that are worth striving for”)
was modified to remove the reference to life in general (“I have aims worth striving for”).
Second, all items were revised as necessary to use straightforward language (Hinkin,
1998). Lastly, items were inserted alongside the instructions, stem, and response scale for
the measure to ensure they were amenable for use across domains (e.g., “In my life...”,
“In my work...”, “In my art...”). Instructions and response options for the SFPS mirror
those provided for the Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction and Frustration Scale
(BPNSFS; Chen et al., 2015) as it is the most widely used and well-validated measure of
satisfaction and frustration of the established needs (Vansteenkiste et al., 2020).
The 5-point scale from 1 (Not true at all) to 5 (Completely true) employed in the
BPNSFS also aligns with Hinkin’s (1998) recommendations for the number of response
options at which the increases in internal consistency stemming from additional options
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levels off and was adopted for the SFPS. The SFPS also presents the item stem used in
Longo et al.’s (2016) Need Satisfaction and Frustration Scale (NSFS) which can be
modified for use across domains (e.g., “In my sport...”).
Assessment of the Content Adequacy of the Item Pool for the SFPS
Content adequacy is the extent to which the items in a measure cover the theoretical
construct of interest (Hinkin, 1995). Schriesheim et al., (1993) recommended that content
adequacy be assessed first for the selection and refinement of items prior to evaluating
empirical correspondence. Therefore, drawing on Brown et al. (2005) and Longo et al.
(2016), SME assessments of the content adequacy of the SFPS items were collected.
Participants were 10 SMEs with training in construct development and
measurement enrolled in an industrial/organizational psychology graduate program.
Participants were compensated 20$ CAD upon completion of an online content adequacy
assessment task. In the task, participants were presented with a modified version of the
instructions provided in Schriesheim et al. (1993), asking participants to review the
construct definition at the top of the page and rate each item below based on the degree to
which it corresponded to the definition on a 5-point scale from 1 (Not at all) to 5
(Completely, or almost completely). Participants were presented with four pages, each
presenting the definition for one of the established needs or the need for purpose along
the top. Below the definition, participants were presented with the item pool for the SFPS
and the items for the BPNSFS (Chen et al., 2015) and the NSFS (Longo et al., 2016) in a
randomized order. Items for two measures of the established needs were included to
balance the 32 items for the SFPS with items for the established needs (BPNSFS: 24
items; NSFS: 18 items). SFPS items that, on average, strongly corresponded to the need
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for purpose (ratings between 4 and 5) and not to another need (ratings of 3 or less) were
considered to adequately represent the need for purpose construct.
Average ratings of the SFPS items’ correspondence with satisfaction and frustration
of purpose can be found in Table 2. Based on these data, three satisfaction items did not
adequately represent satisfaction of purpose. PS11 (“I’m making progress toward what I
really want”) strongly corresponded to satisfaction of purpose (M = 4.80) but also
corresponded to satisfaction of autonomy to a moderate degree (M = 3.00). PS13 and
PS14 (“I feel that, most days, I know what I want to accomplish” and “I can easily
identify what I am trying to achieve”, respectively) did not meet the criteria for strong
Table 2
Correspondence with Need Constructs for Item Pool of the SFPS
Item

PS1a
PS2a
PS3a
PS4a
PS5a
PS6a
PS7a
PS8a
PS9 a
PS10a
PS11
PS12a
PS13
PS14
PS15a
PS16a

Purpose
M (SD)
4.40 (.70)
4.30 (.67)
4.30 (.82)
4.90 (.32)
4.50 (.71)
4.70 (.48)
4.70 (.48)
4.50 (.97)
4.80 (.42)
4.50 (.85)
4.80 (.42)
5.00 (.00)
3.90 (.99)
3.70 (.95)
4.50 (.97)
4.80 (.42)

PF1a
PF2a
PF3
PF4a
PF5

4.50 (.71)
4.50 (1.27)
4.60 (.70)
4.80 (.42)
4.40 (1.27)

Need Satisfaction
Autonomy
Competence
M (SD)
M (SD)
1.80 (1.14)
2.00 (1.05)
2.60 (1.58)
2.30 (.95)
2.70 (1.57)
2.20 (1.23)
2.20 (1.14)
2.00 (.94)
2.50 (1.58)
2.20 (1.03)
2.30 (1.34)
2.33 (1.12)
2.90 (1.52)
1.90 (.99)
2.80 (1.48)
1.70 (.82)
2.10 (1.45)
2.80 (1.32)
1.80 (1.23)
2.30 (1.06)
3.00 (1.63)
2.60 (1.17)
1.60 (1.08)
1.50 (.71)
2.30 (1.34)
2.40 (.97)
2.50 (1.35)
3.10 (1.20)
2.50 (1.27)
1.80 (.92)
2.00 (1.05)
2.50 (1.35)
Need Frustration
1.50 (.97)
1.70 (.95)
1.80 (1.03)
2.00 (1.16)
3.30 (1.25)
1.80 (1.03)
2.70 (1.34)
1.90 (1.10)
3.80 (1.69)
2.20 (1.23)

Relatedness
M (SD)
1.00 (.00)
1.00 (.00)
1.00 (.00)
1.00 (.00)
1.10 (.32)
1.10 (.32)
1.20 (.42)
1.00 (.00)
1.00 (.00)
1.20 (.63)
1.00 (.00)
1.10 (.32)
1.00 (.00)
1.00 (.00)
1.30 (.67)
1.10 (.32)
1.00 (.00)
1.10 (.32)
1.100 (.32)
1.00 (.00)
1.10 (.32)
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PF6
PF7a
PF8
PF9a
PF10a
PF11a
PF12a
PF13a
PF14a
PF15a
PF16
Note. N = 10.
a

4.60 (1.27)
4.80 (.42)
3.30 (1.42)
4.50 (1.27)
4.70 (.95)
4.10 (1.29)
5.00 (.00)
4.50 (.97)
4.20 (.92)
4.60 (.70)
4.10 (.99)

2.40 (1.34)
1.90 (.99)
1.60 (.84)
2.00 (1.16)
2.50 (1.27)
2.50 (1.18)
2.10 (1.10)
2.60 (1.51)
2.50 (1.35)
1.90 (1.10)
4.00 (1.33)

3.60 (1.65)
2.00 (1.16)
3.60 (1.65)
2.00 (1.16)
2.00 (1.05)
2.00 (1.25)
2.20 (1.40)
1.80 (.92)
1.70 (.67)
2.80 (1.40)
1.80 (.79)

1.00 (.00)
1.00 (.00)
1.00 (.00)
1.10 (.32)
1.20 (.42)
1.10 (.32)
1.00 (.00)
1.10 (.32)
1.10 (.32)
1.00 (.00)
1.00 (.00)

Items that strongly correspond to the need for purpose (M ≥ 4.00) and do not correspond strongly to

another need (M ≤ 3).

correspondence with satisfaction of purpose (PS13: M = 3.90; PS14: 3.70) and PS14 also
corresponded with satisfaction of competence to a moderate degree (M = 3.10).
Results indicated that five frustration items did not meet content adequacy
criteria. PF3 (“I feel I’m prevented from achieving goals that I value”), PF5 (“I feel I’m
prevented from pursuing things that matter to me”), and PF16 (“I have few opportunities
to work on what I care about”) strongly corresponded to frustration of purpose (PF3: M =
4.60; PF5: M = 4.40; PF16: M = 4.10) but were also found to moderately to strongly
correspond with frustration of autonomy (PF3: M = 3.30; PF5: M = 3.80; PF16: M =
4.00). PF6 (“I feel the goals I accomplish are empty or pointless”) adequately represented
frustration of purpose (M = 4.60) but also moderately corresponded with frustration of
competence (M = 3.60). Lastly, PF8 (“I feel that, even when I’m busy, I am not
accomplishing anything.”) did not strongly correspond with frustration of purpose (M =
3.30) and moderately corresponded with frustration of competence (M = 3.60).
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Notably, beside PS14 and PF8, all items met at least one of the criteria for content
adequacy and some nearly met both benchmarks (PS11, PS13, PF3). Therefore, all items
were administered in Study 1 and the results of the SME ratings were integrated into the
analyses in that study for the selection of the best-performing versions of the scales.
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Chapter V: Study 1 – Item Selection and Evaluation of the SFPS
Study 1 was conducted to select the four best-performing items per scale for the
assessment of satisfaction and frustration of the need for purpose and to provide an initial
assessment of the psychometric properties and factor structure of the SFPS. Item
selection and evaluation of the SFPS followed test construction guidelines provided by
Hinkin (1995; 1998) and Cortina et al. (2020), with modifications drawn from recent
research developing measures for the established needs (Chen et al., 2015; Longo et al.,
2016).
Item-level Analyses
Recommendations for item-level analyses used in this study focus on item intercorrelations and item variability (Hinkin, 1998). Guidelines for intercorrelations indicate
that items that correlate at less than .40 with the remaining items within a scale should be
considered for deletion because they likely do not assess the intended construct (Hinkin,
1998). Second, items with a low degree of variability (i.e., low standard deviations,
extreme skewness or kurtosis values), and hence reduced capability to contribute to
distinctions at the scale level, are also recommended for deletion (Hinkin, 1998).
Therefore, drawing on Chen et al. (2015), items with standard deviations below .50 were
marked for deletion. Items presenting absolute skewness or kurtosis values greater than
1.0 were also considered for deletion.
Reliability
A minimum value for the alpha coefficient of internal consistency (α) of .70 is a
common threshold in scale development (Hinkin, 1998) and was targeted in this research.
In light of concerns regarding the shortcomings of alpha (Cho & Kim, 2015) and the
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deleterious effects of relying on it for the selection of items in scale development (Cortina
et al., 2020), an additional index of reliability, omega-hierarchical (omega-h; ωh) has also
been recommended for inclusion in the scale construction process (Cortina et al., 2020).
Omega-h is a model-based index of reliability that denotes the proportion of
variance in all items attributable to a common factor divided by the total variance
(Zinbarg et al., 2005; 2006). Omega-h is more sensitive than alpha to the impact of
unintended group factors (e.g., grammatical similarity between some items) and is,
therefore, not artificially inflated by their influence (Cho & Kim, 2015; Cortina et al.,
2020; Zinbarg et al. 2006). Cortina et al. (2020) recommended omega-h as the
appropriate statistic for the assessment of reliability of a unidimensional scale because it
indexes the internal consistency of the scale in terms of the common factor that is
expected to underlie it; in the case of the SFPS, satisfaction and frustration of the need for
purpose, respectively. To my knowledge, there are no widely accepted guidelines for
adequate omega-h values. However, because alpha is a special case of omega-h that tends
to provide inflated estimates of reliability (Cho & Kim, 2015; Cortina et al., 2020;
Zinbarg et al. 2006), a minimum omega-h value of .70 is arguably an equivalent, if not
more demanding, threshold than alpha ≥ .70 and, therefore, was adopted for this research.
Optimization of Item Sets
Cortina et al. (2020) proposed that item selection should seek to maximize the
psychometric properties of a measure within the constraints of scale length and detailed
an optimization procedure for determining which combinations of items (‘item sets’)
result in the best-performing version of a scale . The best-performing item sets maximize
reliability, construct coverage, and discriminant validity (Cortina et al., 2020).
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In regard to reliability, the best-performing item sets maximized alpha and omega-h
values, providing values for both indices ≥ .70, with preference for higher omega-h than
alpha values. Construct coverage was maximized when items in a set were balanced
according to their ‘primary focus’ and part-whole correlations were high. Part-whole
correlations, analogous to item-total correlations calculated at the item set-level, were
used as an index of construct coverage. Assuming that an item pool was adequately
developed as a representative sample of items assessing the domain of interest (Hinkin,
1998), higher part-whole correlations should reflect greater construct coverage within the
constraints of scale length (Cortina et al., 2020).
Lastly, discriminant validity can be indexed according to an item set’s correlation
with a measure of a theoretically unrelated construct (Cortina et al., 2020), such that
lower correlations are preferred. In the present study, agreeableness was selected for the
assessment of discriminant validity, with the best-performing item sets presenting
absolute correlations <.30. Values less than .30 indicate a small correlation according to
Cohen (1988), maximizing discriminant validity but allowing for a degree of association
due to the influence of factors such as common method bias caused by the use of selfreports for both measures. The personality trait of agreeableness was chosen to calculate
an index of discriminant validity because it is a stable disposition that should not
fluctuate according to experiences as is expected for satisfaction and frustration of the
need for purpose. Additionally, the facets that make up agreeableness in the HEXACO
model of personality (i.e., gentleness, forgivingness, flexibility, and patience; Ashton &
Lee, 2007) were not expected to substantially overlap with the need for purpose
construct.
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Factor Structure
Hinkin (1998) recommended the use of factor structure analyses to identify items
that do not serve as adequate indicators of their relevant factor (i.e., satisfaction or
frustration of purpose) and to evaluate the underlying structure of a measure. These
guidelines were followed for the evaluation of the SFPS, but due to advances in structural
equation modeling since the publication of Hinkin’s recommendations, analyses relied on
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) instead of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA).
Investigation of the underlying structure of the SFPS and scale refinement using
CFA was conducted following research developing measures for other candidate needs
(Martela & Ryan, 2020) and the established needs (Chen et al., 2015; Longo et al., 2016).
The expectation was that, if the SFPS adequately assess satisfaction and frustration of the
need for purpose, a model that specified separate latent factors for satisfaction and
frustration would provide a better fit to the data than a model specifying a single factor.
Hypothesis 1: In Study 1, a CFA-based 2-factor model specifying satisfaction and
frustration of the need for purpose as distinct factors will provide a better fit than
a 1-factor model.
The results of the best-fitting model were then used to identify items that did not
serve as adequate indicators of their corresponding factor (standardized loadings below
.40; Ford et al., 1986). These standardized loadings and the results of analyses applying
the aforementioned test construction guidelines were used to arrive at the final version of
the SFPS with four items assessing satisfaction and four items assessing frustration.
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Method
Participants
Data for Study 1 were collected from 251 adults (over 18 years of age) residing in
Canada or the United States using the Prolific Academic (ProAc) platform. ProAc is an
online crowdsourcing service for the collection of paid research samples. Recent research
on online crowdsourcing services has reported a significant rise in fraudulent and lowquality responses in data from some crowdsourcing services (Kennedy et al., 2020;
Litman et al., 2018). ProAc has built-in service-side safeguards against the most common
sources of such data (Bradley, 2018) and appears to provide higher quality data in general
than competing platforms (Peer et al., 2017). Participants were compensated $1.25 USD
for their participation in a 10-minute survey in compliance with ProAc’s requirement of
compensation equating to a minimum hourly rate of $6.50 USD.
Prior to analysis, data cleaning procedures were conducted as follows. First, time
taken to complete the survey was examined. On average, participants took 6.96 minutes
to complete the survey (SD = 11.86). Due to concerns with potential inattentiveness, time
taken was standardized and participants with absolute Z-scores greater than 2.0 were
removed from the data. Four participants met this criterion, with completion times of
34.08, 31.00, 62.95, and 172.18 minutes. For attention check and purposeful responding
items, all participants correctly responded to the three attention check items and indicated
that, in their opinion, their data should be used in analyses. However, 10 participants who
indicated they only exerted “some” effort or less (< 4 on a 5-point scale) when
responding to the survey were removed.
After data cleaning, the final sample consisted of 237 participants (102 males, 134
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females, and 1 non-binary). Average age was 33.59 (SD = 11.49), ranging from 18 to 75
years of age. The majority of the sample identified as White/Caucasian (56.95%), with
the next five largest groups identifying as East Asian (15.61%), South Asian (10.97%),
White/Caucasian and at least one other ethnicity (7.58%), Black (3.38%), and Latin
American/Hispanic (1.27%). The remaining participants in the sample, approximately
four percent, were distributed across the remaining ethnicities and their combinations
(e.g., African, Middle Eastern, Other, ‘Don’t Know’).
Measures
Participants responded to the measures in the order below with items within each
scale presented in a randomized order.
Satisfaction and Frustration of the Need for Purpose. Satisfaction and
frustration of the need for purpose was assessed using the complete item pool for the
SFPS with 16 items assessing satisfaction and 16 items assessing frustration.
Agreeableness. Agreeableness was measured using the 10-item scale from the
HEXACO-60 Personality Inventory (e.g., “I rarely hold a grudge, even against people
who have badly wronged me”; Ashton & Lee, 2009). Participants responded to each
statement on a 5-point scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree).
Demographics. Participants were also asked to respond to demographic items
regarding their gender, age, ethnicity, and proficiency with the English language.
Attention Checks and Purposeful Responding. Stemming from concerns with
the adverse effects of careless responding on survey data, a series of items as
recommended by Meade and Craig (2012) were included in the survey. Three instructed
response attention check items (e.g., “Respond with ‘strongly agree’ for this item”) were
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placed throughout the survey and used to calculate a composite index of participant
attentiveness. Three self-report purposeful responding items were also included at the end
of the survey. The first of these items asked participants to indicate the degree of effort
they put forth in completing the study on a 5-point scale from 1 (Almost no effort) to 5 (A
lot of effort). The second item asked participants, in their honest opinion, whether their
data should be used in analyses with “Yes” or “No” options. The third item asked
participants, if they responded no to the previous item, to provide a brief explanation why
their data should not be used via a free response text box.
Analytic Procedures
Analyses for item selection were conducted using jamovi (The jamovi project,
2020) and various R-based packages (R Core Team, 2020), with a focus on Cortina et
al.’s (2020) ‘oasis’ package for the execution of optimization procedures. All factor
structure analyses were conducted in the Mplus software (version 8.4; Muthén & Muthén,
1998-2017) using the robust maximum likelihood estimator (MLR) which adjusts fit
indices and standard errors for non-normality and is well-suited to the examination of
data using ordinal scales with five or more response options (Finney & DiStefano, 2013).
Given research that indicates that the chi-square difference test commonly
employed in the comparison of factor structure models is overly sensitive to sample size
and minor differences in specification (Marsh et al., 2005), comparisons instead used
goodness-of-fit indices and information criteria. All models were compared using the
comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA), the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), the Bayesian
Information Criterion (BIC), and the sample-size adjusted BIC (SABIC). According to
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Hu and Bentler (1999), CFI and TLI values greater than .90 indicate acceptable fit, with
great fit denoted by values greater than .95. Brown and Cudeck (1993) suggested that
RMSEA values below .08 reflect acceptable fit, while values below .05 reflect great fit.
Comparisons based on the aforementioned fit indices followed Chen’s (2007) guidelines,
in which an increase of .005–.010 in CFI and a decrease of .01–.015 in RMSEA suggests
a significant improvement in fit. For information criteria, decreases in AIC, BIC, and
SABIC were interpreted as indicating a better fit.
Results and Discussion
Scale-level means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and correlations from data
collected in Study 1 are reported in Table 3.
Table 3
Study 1 Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations
M
SD
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
1. Gender
.57
.50
2. Age
33.59
11.49
.14*
3. AG
3.23
.64
-.05
.16*
(.81)
4. PS
3.81
.80
-.09
.08
.11
(.96)
5. PS.Best
3.68
.94
-.11
.08
.13
.95***
(.90)
6. PF
2.35
.95
.10
-.17**
-.17**
-.76***
-.77***
(.96)
7. PF.Best
2.31
1.09
.07
-.15*
-.15**
-.75***
-.75***
.95***
(.91)
Note. N = 232–236. Gender = Male coded as 0, Female as 1, with Other excluded. AG = Agreeableness;
PS = Purpose satisfaction all-item composite; PS.Best = Purpose satisfaction composite of bestperforming 4-item set; PF = Purpose frustration all-item composite; PF.Best = Purpose frustration
composite of best-performing 4-item set. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of internal consistency in
parentheses.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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Item-level Analyses
Results of item-level analyses are reported in Table 4. All items in the SFPS were
found to have correlations greater than .40 with the other items in their respective scales,
with the lowest item-total correlation found for PS9 with the remaining purpose
satisfaction items (r = .57). All items also showed reasonable variability, with none
presenting standard deviations less than .50, with the lowest found for PS7 (SD = .83).
However, some items did show excess skewness or kurtosis beyond the pre-specified
criteria (absolute values greater than 1). For the purpose satisfaction items, PS1 and PS4
were found to be negatively skewed (-1.09 and -1.14, respectively) and PF1 also had a
degree of excess kurtosis (1.20). For the purpose frustration items, PF1 was found to be
positively skewed (1.24), and PF9 and PF11 were found to be excessively platykurtic (1.00 and -1.05, respectively). The aforementioned items’ failure to meet the item-level
criteria were noted for consideration during final item selection.
Reliability
Analyses examining individual items’ contribution to alpha revealed that no
individual items were found to reduce their corresponding scale’s alpha below .70. Given
these results and the model-based nature of omega-h, item selection criteria for reliability
instead targeted the maximization of alpha and omega-h during optimization.
Optimization of Item Sets
Item set analyses were conducted for all possible four-item combinations of the
purpose satisfaction and frustration scales (k = 1,820 per scale). Results for the 10 bestperforming item sets per scale can be found in Table 5. The best-performing item sets
provided adequate content coverage by containing two items focused on the meaningful
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Table 4
Results of Item-level Analyses of SFPS Item Pool
Item

M

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

Item-Total
Correlation

Std. Loading

Content
Adequacy

Purpose Satisfaction
PS1
4.07
.93
-1.09
1.20
.80
.82
Yes
PS2
3.95
.98
-.90
.35
.84
.85
Yes
PS3
3.71
1.01
-.74
.12
.74
.76
Yes
PS4
4.16
.94
-1.14
.93
.79
.81
Yes
PS5
3.65
1.09
-.68
.26
.82
.84
Yes
PS6
4.06
1.04
-.99
.31
.81
.83
Yes
PS7
4.17
.83
-.94
.79
.69
.71
Yes
PS8
3.91
1.00
-.94
.42
.82
.84
Yes
PS9
4.12
.87
-.83
.17
.57
.59
Yes
PS10
3.52
1.07
-.39
.59
.77
.80
Yes
PS11
3.64
1.05
-.56
.31
.79
.81
No
PS12
3.60
1.11
-.60
.26
.82
.84
Yes
PS13
3.40
1.15
-.36
.81
.70
.72
No
PS14
3.69
1.08
-.70
.14
.70
.72
No
PS15
3.83
.96
-.60
.26
.64
.65
Yes
PS16
3.54
1.06
-.44
.60
.77
.79
Yes
Purpose Frustration
PF1
1.93
1.16
1.24
.63
.68
.73
Yes
PF2
2.51
1.28
.52
-.86
.83
.85
Yes
PF3
2.43
1.15
.43
-.74
.68
.66
No
PF4
2.13
1.10
.85
-.03
.77
.80
Yes
PF5
2.55
1.25
.45
-.80
.64
.62
No
PF6
2.05
1.10
.80
-.33
.85
.86
No
PF7
2.33
1.25
.56
-.89
.83
.85
Yes
PF8
2.53
1.19
.32
-.91
.77
.79
No
PF9
2.67
1.31
.40
-1.00
.75
.78
Yes
PF10
2.57
1.27
.38
-.90
.80
.82
Yes
PF11
2.16
1.25
.21
-1.05
.81
.82
Yes
PF12
2.16
1.23
.84
-.37
.82
.84
Yes
PF13
2.40
1.19
.55
-.66
.80
.80
Yes
PF14
1.99
1.04
.84
-.18
.68
.70
Yes
PF15
2.19
1.20
.74
-.47
.81
.84
Yes
PF16
2.46
1.23
.46
-.87
.65
.64
No
Note. N = 233–237. Std. Loading = Item standardized loading on respective factor from 2-factor CFA;
Content adequacy = Item identified as passing content adequacy thresholds in SME study.
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Table 5
Results for Best-performing Four-Item Sets from SFPS Item Pool
Part-Whole
Discriminant
Item Set
α
ωh
Correlation
Validity
Purpose Satisfaction
1. PS1, PS2, PS5, PS6
.91
.90
.95
.10
2. PS1, PS5, PS6, PS8
.90
.90
.95
.12
3. PS2, PS5, PS8, PS11
.90
.89
.96
.07
4. PS2, PS5, P11, PS12
.90
.89
.96
.07
5. PS5, PS8, PS12, PS16
.90
.89
.96
.13
6. PS2, PS4, PS6, PS7
.90
.89
.93
.11
7. PS5, PS8, PS11, PS12
.90
.89
.96
.09
8. PS4, PS6, PS8, PS11
.90
.89
.95
.11
9. PS2, PS4, PS6, PS11
.90
.89
.95
.09
10. PS2, PS6, PS8, PS11
.90
.89
.96
.08
Purpose Frustration
1. PF7, PF10, PF12, PF15
.91
.91
.95
-.15
2. PF7, PF8, PF12, PF15
.91
.90
.95
-.14
3. PF7, PF8, PF10, PF11
.90
.90
.94
-.22
4. PF2, PF6, PF10, PF12
.90
.90
.96
-.17
5. PF7, PF8, PF10, PF15
.90
.89
.95
-.18
6. PF6, PF7, PF10, PF12
.90
.89
.96
-.17
7. PF2, PF6, PF8, PF12
.90
.89
.96
-.16
8. PF6, PF7, PF8, PF12
.90
.89
.96
-.16
9. PF2, PF7, PF10, PF12
.90
.89
.96
-.16
10. PF2, PF10, PF12, PF15
.90
.89
.96
-.15
Note. N = 232–237. Results based on 1,820 four-item combinations for each scale. α = Cronbach’s
alpha; ωh = Omega-h; Discriminant Validity = Correlation with HEXACO-60 Agreeableness scale.

direction component with two items focused on the experience of progress component. In
terms of reliability, these item sets maximized alpha and omega-h values, with all
reporting values greater than .70. Part-whole correlations were also maximized with all
item sets presenting correlations greater than .90. Finally, all of the best-performing item
sets also had correlations with agreeableness less than .30, suggesting adequate
performance in terms of discriminant validity
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Final Item Selection
The results from all analyses were considered in concert for the selection of the
best-performing item set per scale. First, these item sets were examined for the presence
of items that did not pass the content adequacy thresholds set during the SME study. For
example, for the purpose satisfaction scale, item sets that contained PS11 were eliminated
from contention (e.g., purpose satisfaction item set 8). Second, all item sets with items
that showed excess skewness, kurtosis, or low item-total correlations were eliminated
(e.g., purpose frustration item set 3, due to PF1). Lastly, criteria for maximizing alpha,
omega-h, and part-whole correlations alongside minimization of correlations with
agreeableness were used to select the best-performing item sets.
The results of these comparisons indicated that the best-performing item set for
satisfaction of purpose was item set 5, comprised of PS5, PS8, PS12, and PS16. The bestperforming item set for frustration of purpose was item set 1, comprised of PF7, PF10,
PF12, PF15.
To allow for additional refinement, if necessary, based on the results of factor
structure analyses conducted with data from Study 2 and Study 3, two additional items
per scale were selected for inclusion in those studies. These additional items were
selected according to two criteria: a) the frequency of their appearance in the ten bestperforming item sets calculated using six items (k = 8,008 per scale); and b) selection of
one item per ‘primary focus’ of the need for purpose. Based on these criteria, PS2 and
PS6 were selected as the additional items for the purpose satisfaction scale, and PF2 and
PF4 were selected for the purpose frustration scale.
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Factor Structure
The results of factor structure analyses evaluating the SFPS’s latent structure
supported Hypothesis 1. A model that specified two factors for satisfaction and
frustration of purpose (CFI .88; TLI = .88; RMSEA = .08; AIC = 17121.27; BIC =
17457.68; SABIC = 17150.22) provided a better fit to the data than a model that specified
one global factor (CFI = .77; TLI = .76; RMSEA = .11; AIC = 17852.77; BIC =
18185.70; SABIC = 17881.42), according to changes in goodness-of-fit indices (∆CFI =
+.11; ∆RMSEA = -.03) and information criteria (∆AIC = -731.49; ∆BIC = -728.03;
∆SABIC = -731.20).
The 2-factor model met the RMSEA cutoff indicating acceptable fit (RMSEA =
.08) but did not meet the cutoff for CFI and TLI values (CFI = .88; TLI = .88). However,
a 2-factor model only using items from the best-performing item sets met all cutoffs (CFI
= .99, TLI = .99; RMSEA = .05) and was found to provide a better fit to the data than a
corresponding 1-factor model (CFI = .89; TLI = .85; RMSEA = .15). These analyses
might have capitalized on sample-specific characteristics because the best-performing
item sets were identified with these same data. However, these results suggest that the
failure of the 2-factor model using the complete item pool to meet goodness-of-fit criteria
might be due to items that do not adequately represent their intended factors and are not
present in the best-performing item sets.
Standardized loadings for items on their respective factors from the 2-factor
model are reported in Table 4. All items were found to have adequate standardized
loadings on their respective factors (> .40), with the lowest loading found for PS9 (.59).
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These results indicated that the items that comprise the best-performing item sets for the
satisfaction and frustration scales reflect their factors as intended.
Overall, Study 1 resulted in the development of two brief scales for the
assessment of satisfaction and frustration of purpose that are reliable and appear to reflect
their intended constructs. However, correlations with scales assessing other constructs
that follow the pattern expected for a need and evidence that the items in SFPS are better
indicators of factors for satisfaction and frustration of purpose than factors for the
established needs are required to instill greater confidence in the SFPS. These concerns
with the psychometric properties of the SFPS were investigated in Studies 2–3 along with
hypotheses about the need for purpose’s nomological network and its fulfillment of Ryan
and Deci’s (2017) incremental prediction criterion in the global and work domains.
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Chapter VI: Study 2 – Need for Purpose in the Global Domain
The aim of Study 2 was to conduct an additional examination of the underlying
structure of the SFPS and to examine an initial nomological network of the need for
purpose in the global domain. Further, Study 2 investigated if the need for purpose met
the incremental prediction criterion proposed by Ryan and Deci (2017). In the present
study, these objectives were pursued by 1) investigating whether the items in the SFPS
were better indicators of factors reflecting purpose than the established needs; 2)
examining the nomological network of the need for purpose according to its relations
with satisfaction and frustration of the established needs and indices of well-being; and 3)
assessing whether the need for purpose accounted for unique variance in well-being
indices beyond the established needs.
Factor Structure
Extending from analyses conducted in Study 1 to assess the factor structure
underlying the SFPS, the present study focused on determining whether satisfaction and
frustration of the need for purpose, as assessed by the SFPS, could be distinguished from
the experience of satisfaction and frustration of the established needs. Following Chen et
al. (2015) and Longo et al. (2016), these analyses investigated whether a model that
treated satisfaction and frustration of the need for purpose as unique latent factors was a
better fit than a series of models that combined items assessing satisfaction or frustration
of purpose with the corresponding experience for the established needs. Evidence in
favor of this distinction has been proposed to indicate a degree of discriminant validity
for the construct of interest (Hinkin, 1998). Using CFA, the hypothesized 8-factor model
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was compared to six 7-factor models which combined satisfaction or frustration of
purpose with the corresponding scale for one of the established needs.
Hypotheses 2a–2b: A CFA-based 8-factor model that specifies items as indicators
of factors for satisfaction and frustration of their corresponding needs will provide
a better fit to the data than models which combine items: a) assessing satisfaction
of purpose with the corresponding factor for satisfaction of any of the established
needs; or b) assessing frustration of purpose with the corresponding factor for
frustration of any of the established needs.
Despite the ubiquity of CFA as the primary tool for the examination of a measure’s
factor structure, it often does not result in a good fit for latent structures of even wellestablished measures (Marsh et al., 2014). Recently, a steadily-growing group of
researchers have begun to subscribe to the perspective that, for many of these measures,
evidence of poor fit is less a function of these measures’ psychometric shortcomings and
more a result of highly restrictive assumptions underlying CFA (e.g., Marsh et al., 2009;
Marsh et al., 2011; Marsh et al., 2014; Morin et al., 2013). In particular, CFA requires
that an item’s loadings on all but its corresponding factor be constrained to zero, which is
rarely the case in practice and especially so for constructs where there might be natural
overlap (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009; Marsh et al., 2014). This applies to the present
research as the experience of satisfaction or frustration of one need likely co-occurs with
the satisfaction and frustration of the others (Deci & Ryan, 2000). As a candidate need, it
is possible that CFA models which restrict items assessing the need for purpose to only
load on their corresponding factor might result in misleading decreases in fit. Exploratory
Structural Equation Modeling (ESEM), when used in conjunction with target rotation,
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overcomes this issue by allowing items to load on all factors with the caveat that loadings
on non-corresponding (i.e., ‘non-target’) factors be held as close to zero as possible,
resulting in more realistic and better-fitting representations of a measure’s structure
(Marsh et al., 2014). Research on the established needs is one area in which the
advantages of ESEM have resulted in such improvements. ESEM-based models of need
measures consistently outperform their CFA-based counterparts (e.g., Gillet et al., 2019;
Sánchez-Oliva et al., 2017) and, specifically, do so for measures assessing both need
satisfaction and frustration (e.g., Tóth-Király, Bőthe, et al., 2019, 2020; Tóth-Király,
Morin, et al., 2018).
In light of ESEM’s advantages and the potential for artificially poor fit or nonconvergence of CFA-based models with more than four factors and a large number of
items (Marsh et al., 2014), the models outlined above, and their corresponding
hypotheses, were also tested using ESEM. That is, the following hypotheses were tested
regarding ESEM-based models, stemming from Hypotheses 2a–2b:
Hypotheses 3a–3b: An ESEM-based 8-factor model that specifies items as target
indicators of factors for satisfaction and frustration of their corresponding needs
will provide a better fit to the data than models which combine items: a) assessing
satisfaction of purpose with the corresponding factor for satisfaction of any of the
established needs; or b) assessing frustration of purpose with the corresponding
factor for frustration of any of the established needs.
Nomological Network
Hinkin (1998) recommended investigating the nomological network of a newly
developed instrument via the examination of its associations with measures of
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theoretically-related constructs. Drawing on the nomological networks for the established
needs (Ryan & Deci, 2017), satisfaction and frustration of the need for purpose in one’s
life should present associations with the established needs and well-being indices that are
in line with those reported for autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Meta-analytic
evidence indicates that satisfaction of the established needs present intercorrelations
ranging from .35–.44 (Van den Broeck et al., 2016). Although meta-analytic estimates for
the relations between frustration of the established needs are not currently available, it is
likely that these relations will be, at minimum, of similar magnitude as found for the
satisfaction of these needs given that, like satisfaction, frustration of the needs are likely
to be related because experiences that frustrate one need likely frustrate the others to
some degree (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Therefore, drawing on Cohen’s (1988) guidelines for
effect sizes in correlation, the expectation was that correlations between satisfaction and
frustration of purpose with the corresponding scales for each established need would be
positive and of medium magnitude (.30–.49).
Hypotheses 4a–4b: a) Satisfaction of the need for purpose will have medium
positive correlations (.30–.49) with satisfaction of the established needs; and b)
frustration of the need for purpose will have medium positive correlations (.30–
.49) with frustration of the established needs.
The relations between the experience of satisfaction of the established needs and
well-being outcomes are central to SDT (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and have received
substantial empirical support (e.g., Ng et al., 2012; Van den Broeck et al., 2016).
Following Cohen’s (1988) guidelines, meta-analyses report medium (.30–.49) to large (≥
.50) positive correlations for satisfaction of the established needs and positive affect (.35–
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.53; Ng et al., 2012; Van den Broeck et al., 2016) and life satisfaction (.37–.49; Van den
Broeck et al., 2016; Yu et al., 2018). Medium to large negative correlations have been
found for satisfaction and negative affect (-.37–-.27; Ng et al., 2012; Van den Broeck et
al., 2016), depression (-.50–-.20; Ng et al., 2012), anxiety (-.32–-.23; Ng et al., 2012),
and stress (-.34–-.30; Van den Broeck et al., 2016). As with the intercorrelations between
frustration of the established needs, meta-analytic estimates of the relations between
frustration of the needs and well-being outcomes are not available. However, there is
some evidence that suggests that the magnitude of these correlations likely follow a
similar pattern to those for satisfaction of the needs, though in the opposite direction.
Medium-sized negative correlations have been reported between frustration of the
established needs and positive affect (-.38–-.14; Longo et al., 2016) and life satisfaction
(-.49–-.42; Chen et al., 2015), as well as medium to large positive correlations for
frustration with negative affect (.35–.53; Longo et al., 2016), depression (.41–.48; Chen
et al., 2015), and anxiety-depression (.30-.54; Longo et al., 2016). Lastly, small to
medium positive correlations have been found between satisfaction of the established
needs and various indices of physical health (.11–.36; Ng et al., 2012), suggesting that
satisfaction, if not frustration, has significant if comparatively weaker associations with
physical health. The pattern of relations for satisfaction and frustration of the established
needs with indices of well-being informed the following hypotheses:
Hypotheses 5a–5c: Satisfaction of the need for purpose will have medium positive
correlations (.30–.49) with positive indices of well-being: a) positive affect and b)
life satisfaction and c) and a small positive (.10–.29) correlation with physical
health.
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Hypotheses 5d–5g: Satisfaction of the need for purpose will have medium
negative correlations (-.49–-.30) with negative indices of well-being: d) negative
affect, e) depression, f) anxiety, and g) stress.
Hypotheses 6a–6c: Frustration of the need for purpose will have medium negative
correlations (-.49–-.30) with positive indices of well-being: a) positive affect and
b) life satisfaction; and c) a small negative correlation (-.29–.10) with physical
health.
Hypotheses 6d–6g: Frustration of the need for purpose will have medium positive
correlations (.30–.49) with negative indices of well-being: e) negative affect, f)
depression, g) anxiety, and h) stress.
Of special relevance to the need for purpose are potential associations with the
broader experience of meaning in life that is theorized to arise from satisfaction and
frustration of the established needs (Ryan & Deci, 2017). The expectation was that
satisfaction of the need for purpose would likely have a large positive correlation with the
presence of meaning in one’s life and at least a medium negative correlation with the
search for meaning (presumably, due to the absence of purpose). Conversely, frustration
of the need for purpose was expected to have at least a medium negative correlation with
presence of meaning but a large positive correlation with search for meaning.
Hypotheses 7a–7b: Satisfaction of the need for purpose will have a) a large
positive correlation (≥ .50) with the presence of meaning in life and b) a medium
negative correlation (-.49–-.30) with the search for meaning in life.
Hypotheses 8a–8b: Frustration of the need for purpose will have a) a medium
negative correlation (-.49–-.30) with the presence of meaning in life and b) a large

120

positive correlation (≥ .50) with the search for meaning in life.
Incremental Prediction Criterion
In concert, Hypotheses 5–8 provided tests of an initial nomological network for the
need for purpose based on the pattern of associations found for the established needs.
However, satisfaction and frustration of the need for purpose were each also expected to
account for variance in well-being outcomes beyond satisfaction and frustration of the
established needs to fulfill the incremental prediction criterion (Ryan & Deci, 2017). In
previous research, this has been tested by investigating whether satisfaction or frustration
of the candidate need accounted for significant variance beyond the corresponding scales
for satisfaction and frustration of the established needs (González-Cutre et al., 2016;
Martela & Ryan, 2015; 2020). Previous research has found the incremental variance
accounted for by candidate needs to be approximately .02 (Martela & Ryan, 2015). This
value corresponds to a small effect (.02–.14) according to Cohen’s (1988) guidelines for
effect sizes in multiple regression. Therefore, the expectation was that the need for
purpose would have at least a small incremental effect (.02) in the prediction of wellbeing indices beyond the established needs.
Hypotheses 9a–9g: Satisfaction of the need for purpose will account for a small
incremental amount of variance (.02–.14) beyond satisfaction of the established
needs in indices of well-being: a) positive affect, b) life satisfaction, c) physical
health, d) negative affect, e) depression, f) anxiety, and g) stress.
Hypotheses 10a–10g: Frustration of the need for purpose will account for a small
incremental amount of variance (.02–.14) beyond frustration of the established
needs in indices of well-being: a) positive affect, b) life satisfaction, c) physical
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health, d) negative affect, e) depression, f) anxiety, and g) stress.
Method
Participants
Data for Study 2 were collected from a nationally representative sample of the U.S.
population using the ProAc platform. Participants were compensated $4.00 USD for their
participation in an approximately 30-minute survey. A sample of 450 participants was
recruited based on a power analysis conducted with G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2009) to
determine the sample size required to detect a .02 R2-change in a regression analysis with
alpha at .05 and power at .80. The parameters for the power analysis were based on
previous research on the incremental variance accounted for by another candidate need
(Martela & Ryan, 2015; 2020). Results of the analyses indicated a minimum required
sample size of 395, which was used to target a sample of 450 to allow for reduction in
sample size due to data cleaning procedures. A special service provided by ProAc was
used to collect a stratified sample that was representative of the U.S. population. A
nationally representative sample was favorable for an initial validation of the SFPS in
light of the proposition that purpose is an innate and fundamental need that should apply
across age, gender, and ethnicity.
The initial sample collected for Study 2 was composed of 452 adults residing in the
United States. Data cleaning procedures were conducted in a similar manner as in Study
1. On average, participants completed the survey in approximately half the time estimated
prior to collection (M = 15.42 minutes, SD = 10.60). Screening using completion times
with absolute Z-scores greater than 2.0 revealed that it would remove data from some
participants who completed the survey in the expected time frame (e.g., one such
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participant had a completion time of 36.82 minutes). Given the choice to use completion
time for data cleaning was to eliminate participants with extremely short or long
completion times, the Z-score cut-off was relaxed to 3.0. This resulted in the elimination
of 11 participants with an average completion time of 55.47 minutes.
Next, 21 participants who failed at least one of the three attention check items were
eliminated from the data. Additionally, two participants who responded that their data
should not be used in analyses and 14 participants who indicating only exerting “some”
effort or less when responding (< 4 on a 5-point scale) were also eliminated. Finally,
responses to the free response purposeful responding item were used to screen out five
participants who provided nonsensical responses to the prompt (e.g., copy and pasted
material from the internet) or did not enter a response. Examination of the response
pattern for those with blank responses to this item revealed excessive use of the extreme
points of the scale across most items suggesting inattentiveness during participation.
The final sample after data cleaning consisted of 399 participants (187 males, 205
females, 6 other self-identification: 1 agender and 5 non-binary; 1 missing). Average age
was 46.35 (SD = 16.40), ranging from 18 to 79 years of age, with five participants
declining to provide their age. National representativeness by age followed the
distribution expected according to ProAc’s quotas (percentage per age group in sample,
followed by percentage recruited by ProAc): 18-27 (16% vs. 18%), 28-37 (19% vs. 18%),
38-47 (16% vs. 16%), 48-57 (16% vs. 17%), and 58+ (32 % vs. 30%). Most of the
sample identified as White/Caucasian (68%), with the next five largest groups identifying
as Black (9%), White/Caucasian and at least one other ethnicity (6%), Latin
American/Hispanic (4%), South Asian (4%), and East Asian (3%). The remaining six
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percent of the sample were distributed across other ethnicities and their combinations.
National representativeness based on ethnicity in the sample also generally followed the
distribution expected according to ProAc: Asian (7% vs. 8%), Black (9% vs. 13%),
Mixed (6% vs. 4%), Other (10% vs. 4%), and White/Caucasian (68% vs. 71%).
Measures
Participants responded to the following measures. Scales were presented in the
order below, however, items within scales were in a randomized order.
Satisfaction and Frustration of the Need for Purpose. Satisfaction and
frustration of the need for purpose was assessed using the reduced item pool for the SFPS
created using the results of Study 1. This version of the SFPS was composed of six items
assessing satisfaction of the need for purpose and six items assessing frustration of the
need for purpose in the global domain. However, analyses conducted to test Hypotheses
4–10 used the final version of the SFPS with four items assessing satisfaction and four
assessing frustration.
Satisfaction and Frustration of the Established Needs. The Basic Psychological
Needs Satisfaction and Frustration Scale (BPNSFS; Chen et al., 2015) was administered
to assess satisfaction and frustration of the needs for autonomy, competence, and
relatedness. The BPNSFS contains a total of 24 items, with four items for the assessment
of satisfaction and frustration of each need (e.g., Autonomy satisfaction: “I feel that my
decisions reflect what I really want”; Autonomy frustration: “I feel pressured to do too
many things”). Participants indicated the extent to which each item was true for them at
that point in their lives on a 5-point scale from 1 (Not true at all) to 5 (Completely true).
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Affect. Affect was measured using the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule
(PANAS; Watson et al., 1988). The PANAS is comprised of two scales, with ten
emotions reflecting positive affect (e.g., “excited”, “proud”) and ten reflecting negative
affect (e.g., “irritable”, “upset”). Participants indicated on a 5-point scale, from 1 (Very
slightly or not at all) to 5 (Extremely), how often they experienced each emotion during
the past few weeks.
Life Satisfaction. Participants’ life satisfaction was assessed using the Satisfaction
with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener et al., 1985). The SWLS is comprised of five items (e.g.,
“I am satisfied with my life”) on a 7-point scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly
agree).
Depression, Anxiety, and Stress. The short version of the Depression Anxiety
Stress Scales (DASS; Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995) was used to assess participants’
experience of these indices of well-being. The DASS is comprised of 21 items, with
seven items assessing depression (e.g., “I felt downhearted and blue”), seven items
assessing anxiety (e.g., “I felt scared without any good reason”), and seven items
assessing stress (e.g., “I found it difficult to relax”). Participants responded on a 4-point
scale, ranging from 0 (Did not apply to me at all) to 3 (Applied to me very much, or most
of the time), reporting the extent to which each statement applied to them based on their
experiences over the past week.
Physical Health. Participants’ physical health was assessed with the Physical
Health Questionnaire (PHQ; Schat et al., 2005), a brief scale of somatic symptoms of ill
health including gastrointestinal problems (4 items; e.g., “How often did you have to
watch that you ate carefully to avoid stomach upsets?”), headaches (3 items; e.g., “How
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often did you get a headache when there was a lot of pressure on you to get things
done?”), sleep disturbances (4 items; e.g., “How often have you woken up during the
night?”), and respiratory infections (3 items; “When you had a bad cold or ﬂu, how long
did it typically last?”). Participants were asked to indicate the frequency with which they
experienced each symptom over the past few weeks on a 7-point scale from 1 (Not at all)
to 7 (All of the time). The PHQ can be used to create a composite measure of physical illhealth and, for the purposes of the present research, scores on this composite were
reversed in order to represent physical well-being.
Meaning in Life. The experience of meaning in life was assessed using the
Meaning in Life Questionnaire (MLQ; Steger et al., 2006). The MLQ is comprised of two
scales, one assessing the presence of meaning in one’s life (5 items; e.g., “I understand
my life’s meaning”) and one assessing the search for meaning in life (5 items; e.g., “I am
searching for meaning in my life”). Participants were asked to indicate the extent to
which each statement was true about their lives on a 7-point scale from 1 (Absolutely
untrue) to 7 (Absolutely true).
COVID-related Worries. Data collection for this study was conducted during the
worldwide COVID-19 pandemic, therefore, a recently developed scale (Fetzer et al.,
2020) assessing COVID-related worries was administered to allow, if necessary, for
exploratory analyses that accounted for COVID-related concerns. The scale is comprised
of five items assessing the extent to which participants are experiencing COVID-specific
worries (e.g., “I am nervous when I think about current circumstances”) on a 5-point
scale ranging from 1 (Does not apply) to 5 (Strongly applies). The scale was developed as
part of an ongoing global initiative (Fetzer et al., 2020) to examine the potentially
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pervasive impact of the COVID-19 pandemic across domains of psychological research
(e.g., application to sport domain: Graupensperger et al., 2020).
Demographics, Attention Checks, and Purposeful Responding. Participants
were asked to respond to the same demographic, attention, and purposeful responding
items as in Study 1. An additional free text response item was included in the survey to
aid in screening out potential ‘bots’ and participants with low English fluency. The item
was designed to fit within the context of the survey and asked participants to “briefly
describe a recent experience where you made progress toward a goal that is important to
you”. Responses were examined for coherence, with nonsensical or irrelevant answers
used to flag participants for potential removal from analyses.
Analytic Procedures
Factor structure analyses investigating hypothesis 2 using CFA were conducted as
detailed in Study 1. Analyses testing hypothesis 3 followed similar procedures and
ESEM-based models were estimated using target rotation, which functions as the most
confirmatory approach to ESEM and is most appropriate when examining a hypothesized
latent structure (Marsh et al., 2014). Morin et al. (2016) noted that ESEM-based models
are likely to provide a better fit when compared to their corresponding CFA-based
models due to the relaxing of the item loading constraints present in CFA. Therefore,
parameter estimates (e.g., latent factor correlations, magnitude of item loadings) were
also examined to assess their adherence to the theorized structure of the SFPS.
Following recommendations by Wright et al. (2017), which suggest the use of
confidence intervals instead of significance testing for the evaluation of an instrument’s
validity, Hypotheses 4–8 were examined by calculating correlations between the relevant
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scales and using 95% bias corrected accelerated (BCa) confidence intervals (CI) to
determine whether the range of plausible correlations were within the hypothesized
magnitude and direction (e.g., .30–.49 for a medium positive correlation). Results were
interpreted as providing full support for a hypothesis if the correlation was found to be in
the expected direction and BCa confidence intervals overlapped with the hypothesized
magnitude; partial support was found if only one of the two aforementioned conditions
was fulfilled; and the hypothesis was rejected if neither condition was met. Broadly, the
formulation of hypotheses focused on estimating effect sizes, along with the use of CIs in
these analyses and those described below, are aligned with recent calls for psychological
research to move away from a reliance on null hypothesis significance testing and the
‘dichotomous’ thinking and interpretation of results that can accompany it (Cumming,
2014).
Analyses for Hypotheses 9–10 were conducted using hierarchical linear regression,
wherein the index in question was entered as the dependent variable, and predictors were
entered in separate steps as independent variables to determine whether they accounted
for significant increments in predicted variance. Hypotheses 9–10 were also tested using
relative weight analysis (RWA; Johnson, 2000; Johnson & LeBreton, 2004; Tonidandel
et al., 2009) via an R-based Shiny App developed by Tonidandel and LeBreton (“RWA
Web”; 2015). RWA is a supplement to traditional regression analysis that partitions and
assigns the variance accounted for in a dependent variable to each independent variable
adjusting for multicollinearity. The analysis provides a weight for each independent
variable that can be compared using CIs and that can be rescaled to represent the
percentage of the total variance accounted for in the dependent variable attributable to
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each independent variable. Treated in an exploratory fashion, RWA can help clarify how
‘important’ each independent variable is to the prediction of the dependent variable.
RWA can also be used to test whether one independent variable accounts for greater
variance than another using 95% BCa CIs. For hypotheses 9–10, results were interpreted
as providing full support if the results of both the hierarchical linear regression and
relative weight analysis arrived at the same conclusion; partial support was found if only
results from one technique supported the hypothesis; and the hypothesis was rejected if
results from neither technique provided support.
Results and Discussion
Scale-level means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and correlations from data
collected in Study 2 are reported in Table 6.
Factor Structure
Results of factor structure analyses can be found in Table 7. CFA-based models
that specified an 8-factor model with separate satisfaction and frustration factors for each
need provided an excellent fit to the data (CFI = .97; TLI = .96; RMSEA = .04) and
demonstrated strong loadings for all items on their respective factors (λ ≥ .40; see
Appendix B for item loadings and other parameters).
None of the alternative 7-factor models which combined one of the purpose scales
with one of the scales for the established needs into a single factor provided a significant
improvement in fit. The best-fitting 7-factor model, combining purpose satisfaction and
autonomy satisfaction, fit significantly worse than the 8-factor model according to
changes in goodness-of-fit indices (∆CFI = -.029; ∆RMSEA = +.013) and information
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Table 6
Study 2 Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations
8.
9.
10.
M
SD
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
1. Gender
.52
.50
2. Age
46.35
16.40
-.05
3. PS
3.81
.95
.00
.11*
(.92)
4. PF
2.10
1.11
.02
-.25***
-.81***
(.94)
5. AS
3.58
.85
-.04
.16**
.70***
-.67***
(.86)
6. AF
2.79
.95
.07
-.32***
-.37***
.47***
-.56***
(.82)
7. CS
3.91
.87
-.05
.23***
.65***
-.67***
.60***
-.37***
(.91)
(.93)
8. CF
2.36
1.17
.01
-.33***
-.58***
.69***
-.56***
.50***
-.78***
-.49***
(.92)
9. RS
4.13
.87
.05
.16**
.51***
-.49***
.49***
-.34***
.48***
.62***
-.77***
(.84)
10. RF
1.89
.91
-.04
-.26***
-.44***
.50***
-.42***
.43***
-.46***
-.58***
.52***
-.40***
11. PA
3.27
.84
-.05
.19***
.69***
-.68***
.64***
-.39***
.63***
.64***
-.47***
.53***
12. NA
1.82
.83
.07
-.39***
-.42***
.54***
-.49***
.51***
-.54***
-.61***
.54***
-.48***
13. LS
4.34
1.55
.00
.09
.60***
-.58***
.61***
-.43***
.57***
.72***
-.51***
.59***
14. DEP
1.62
.75
-.02
-.29***
-.62***
.70***
-.57***
.48***
-.58***
.49***
-.27***
.41***
15. ANX
1.42
.56
.04
-.37***
-.31***
.43***
-.28***
.37***
-.39***
.55***
-.36***
.49***
16. STR
1.67
.69
.01
-.38***
-.26***
.39***
-.36***
.47***
-.38***
-.45***
.27***
-.35***
17. PH
5.46
.90
-.18***
.24***
.30***
-.35***
.35***
-.39***
.34***
-.65***
.62***
-.56***
18. PM
4.79
1.54
.00
.18***
.80***
-.77***
.70***
-.42***
.65***
.33***
-.22***
.29***
19. SM
4.44
1.59
.02
-.30***
-.14**
.26***
-.27***
.35***
-.22***
.39***
-.21***
.29***
20. CW
2.82
1.01
.17***
-.21***
-.19***
.26***
-.28***
.32***
-.26***
Note. N = 358–391. Gender = Male coded as 0, Female as 1, with Other excluded. PS = Purpose satisfaction; PF = Purpose frustration; AS = Autonomy
satisfaction; AF = Autonomy frustration; CS = Competence satisfaction; CF = Competence frustration; RS = Relatedness satisfaction; RF = Relatedness
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frustration; PA = Positive affect; NA = Negative affect; LS = Life satisfaction; DEP = Depression; ANX = Anxiety; STR = Stress; PH = Physical health; PM =
Presence of meaning; SM = Search for meaning; CW = COVID-related worries. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of internal consistency in parentheses.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

Table 6 continued.
Study 1 Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations
11.
12
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
M
SD
(.93)
11. PA
3.27
.84
-.43***
(.93)
12. NA
1.82
.83
.60***
-.49***
(.92)
13. LS
4.34
1.55
-.56***
.70***
-.61***
(.94)
14. DEP
1.62
.75
-.24***
.68***
-.30***
.63***
(.87)
15. ANX
1.42
.56
-.30***
.75***
-.34***
.64***
.66***
(.91)
16. STR
1.67
.69
.27***
-.58***
.38***
-.55***
-.63***
-.61***
(.86)
17. PH
5.46
.90
.68***
-.48***
.68***
-.70***
-.36***
-.34***
.35***
(.94)
18. PM
4.79
1.54
-.10*
.35***
-.26***
.32***
.30***
.29***
-.30***
-.27***
(.94)
19. SM
4.44
1.59
-.21***
.42***
-.27***
.38***
.41***
.43***
-.50***
-.22***
.26***
(.82)
20. CW
2.82
1.01
Note. N = 393–397. Gender = Male coded as 0, Female as 1, with Other excluded. PA = Positive affect; NA = Negative affect; LS = Life satisfaction; DEP =
Depression; ANX = Anxiety; STR = Stress; PH = Physical health; PM = Presence of meaning; SM = Search for meaning; CW = COVID-related worries.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of internal consistency in parentheses.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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Table 7
Results of Factor Structure Analyses of the SFPS in Study 2
Model

CFI

TLI

RMSEA
AIC
BIC
SABIC
[90% CI]
1. 8-fac (CFA)
.965 .960 .041 [.035, .046] 28354.292 28848.923 28455.465
2. 7-fac (CFA), PS + AS
.936 .929 .054 [.049, .059] 28632.599 29099.307 28728.060
3. 7-fac (CFA), PS + CS
.900 .888 .068 [.064, .072] 28996.419 29463.127 29091.880
4. 7-fac (CFA), PS + RS
.858 .841 .081 [.077, .085] 29394.390 29861.099 29489.852
5. 7-fac (CFA), PF + AF
.920 .910 .061 [.056, .065] 28796.480 29263.189 28891.941
6. 7-fac (CFA), PF + CF
.890 .877 .071 [.067, .075] 29080.822 29547.530 29176.283
7. 7-fac (CFA), PF + RF
.894 .881 .070 [.066, .074] 29064.088 29530.796 29159.549
8. 8-fac (ESEM)
.989 .979 .029 [.021, .037] 28205.835 29370.611 28444.080
9. 7-fac (ESEM), PS + ASa
.987 .977 .031 [.023, .038] 28226.800 29291.853 28444.647
Note. N = 399. PS = Best-performing purpose satisfaction item set identified in Study 1; AS = Autonomy
satisfaction; CS = Competence satisfaction; RS = Relatedness satisfaction; PF = Best-performing
purpose frustration item set identified in Study 1; AF = Autonomy frustration; CF = Competence
frustration; RF = Relatedness frustration.
a

All 7-fac ESEM models are equivalent for the purposes of calculating goodness-of-fit indices and

information criteria, therefore, for brevity, only values for the model combining the PS and AS scales are
presented here.

criteria (∆AIC = +278.31; ∆BIC = +250.38; ∆SABIC = +272.60). These results provided
support for Hypotheses 2a and 2b.
Results for the ESEM-based models also supported an excellent fit for the 8factor model (CFI = .99; TLI = .98; RMSEA = .03) and all need for purpose items
demonstrated strong loadings on their target factors (Satisfaction target Mλ = .715;
Frustration target Mλ = .763) and low cross-loadings on other factors (Satisfaction cross
|Mλ| = .068; Frustration cross |Mλ| = .041). Nearly all items for the established needs also
loaded strongly on their target factors with a few exceptions (e.g., AS1, CF1, RF4). Even
in these cases, these items demonstrated strong cross-loadings only on their
accompanying satisfaction or frustration scale and always in the expected direction (e.g.,
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RF4: target-λ = .293; cross-λ = -.414). As expected, the 7-factor models combining one
of the purpose scales with one of the scales for the established needs did not provide a
better fit to the data based on goodness-of-fit indices (∆CFI = -.002; ∆RMSEA = +.002).
For the information criteria, there were only marginal changes from the 8-factor to the 7factor models and the only improvement in fit was found for the BIC (∆AIC = +20.97;
∆BIC = -78.76; ∆SABIC = +.567). Note that for the purposes of goodness-of-fit indices
and information criteria all 7-factor models are mathematically equivalent and therefore
have the same values.
Examination of the parameter estimates for the 7-factor model combining the
purpose satisfaction and autonomy satisfaction items was conducted because of its
similarity to the second best-fitting CFA-based model. Parameter estimates provided
some evidence that it underperformed in comparison to the 8-factor model. Although the
purpose satisfaction items had similar target loadings on the combined purpose and
autonomy satisfaction factor as the 8-factor model (7-fac target Mλ = .736 vs. 8-fac target
Mλ = .715), there was an increase in the average magnitude of the cross-loadings (7-fac
cross |Mλ| = .096 vs. 8-fac cross |Mλ| = .068). On the other hand, the autonomy items
exhibited a small drop in target loadings in the 7-factor model compared to the 8-factor
(7-fac target |Mλ| = .603 vs. 8-fac target |Mλ| = .651) as well as larger cross-loadings (7fac cross |Mλ| = .125 vs. 8-fac cross |Mλ| = .072). However, the strongest evidence of the
decrease in fit from the 8-factor to the 7-factor model can be found in the ‘downstream’
effects of combining purpose and autonomy satisfaction on the relatedness frustration
factor. While the relatedness frustration items performed adequately in the 8-factor model
(8-fac target Mλ = .529; 8-fac cross |Mλ| = .097), these items did not have significant
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loadings on their target factor in the 7-factor model (7-fac target Mλ = .208) and
exhibited larger cross-loadings on other factors (8-fac cross |Mλ| = .165). In concert, the
goodness-of-fit indices, information criteria, and parameter estimates were interpreted as
suggesting that the 8-factor ESEM model was a better fit to the data than the 7-factor
model, despite the 7-factor model’s greater parsimony. Therefore, Hypotheses 3a and 3b
were supported.
Nomological Network
BCa correlations and their accompanying confidence intervals used in hypothesis
testing can be found in Table 8.
Table 8
Results for Bias-corrected Accelerated Confidence Intervals Used in Hypothesis Testing in Study 2

Correlate

Purpose Satisfaction
Pred. !
!̅ [95% BCa CI]

Pred. !

Purpose Frustration
!̅ [95% BCa CI]

Autonomy Satisfaction
.30–.49
.70 [.62, .76]
–
–
Autonomy Frustration
–
–
.30–.49
.47 [.38, .54]
Competence Satisfaction
.30–.49
.65 [.58, .71]
–
–
Competence Frustration
–
–
.30–.49
.69 [.62, .75]
Relatedness Satisfaction
30–.49
.51 [.41, .60]
–
–
Relatedness Frustration
–
–
.30–.49
.50 [.40, .58]
Positive Affect
.30–.49
.69 [.63, .74]
-.49–-.30
-.68 [-.73, -.62]
Life Satisfaction
.30–.49
.59 [.52, .66]
-.49–-.30
-.58 [-.65, -.50]
Physical Health
.10–.29
.29 [.19, .39]
-.29–-.10
-.35 [-.44, -.25]
Negative Affect
-.49–-.30
-.42 [-.52, -.32]
.30–.49
.54 [.45, .62]
Depression
-.49–-.30
-.61 [-.68, -.53]
.30–.49
.70 [.63, .76]
Anxiety
-.49–-.30
-.31 [-.41, -.20]
.30–.49
.43 [.33, .53]
Stress
-.49–-.30
-.26 [-.36, -.16]
.30–.49
.39 [.29, .48]
Presence of Meaning
≥ .50
.80 [.75, .84]
-.49–-.30
-.77 [-.82, -.72]
Search for Meaning
-.49–-.30
-.14 [-.24, -.03]
≥ .50
.26 [.16, .35]
Note. Pred. ! = Predicted correlation; !̅ = Mean of bootstrapped correlations; 95% BCa CI = 95% biascorrected confidence intervals. Bootstrapping conducted using 10,000 replications.

Need Constructs. Partial support was found for hypothesis 4a as correlations for
purpose satisfaction with satisfaction of the established needs were positive but, with the
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exception of relatedness satisfaction (r = .51, 95% CI: .41, .60), exceeded the expected
effect size. For purpose frustration, correlations with competence and relatedness
frustration were in the expected direction and confidence intervals overlapped with the
hypothesized effect size. However, because the correlation was larger than expected
between purpose frustration and autonomy frustration (r = .69, 95% CI: .62, .75),
hypothesis 4b was partially supported. Notably, similar correlations were also found
between the established needs, reaching as high as .62, suggesting that if inflated
correlations are a concern, perhaps due to common method bias (Spector et al., 2019), the
inflation is not isolated to the need for purpose.
Well-being Constructs. Partial support was found for hypotheses 5a and 5b, as
correlations for purpose satisfaction with positive affect (r = .69, 95% CI: .63, .74) and
life satisfaction (r = .59, 95% CI: .52, .66) were in the expected direction but larger than
predicted, whereas hypothesis 5c regarding physical health was fully supported. For
hypotheses 5d–5g on correlations for negative well-being constructs with purpose
satisfaction, hypotheses 5d (negative affect), 5f (anxiety), and 5g (stress) were supported.
However, hypothesis 5e was partially supported because purpose satisfaction had a larger
negative correlation with depression than expected (r = -.61, 95% CI: -.68, -.53).
For purpose frustration, hypotheses 6a (positive affect: r = -.68, 95% CI: -.73, .62) and 6b (life satisfaction: r = -.58, 95% CI: -.65, -.50) were partially supported
because correlations were larger than expected, though in the hypothesized negative
direction. Hypothesis 6c on the correlation with physical health was fully supported. For
negative well-being outcomes, support was found for hypotheses 6d (negative affect), 6f
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(anxiety), and 6g (stress), with partial support for hypothesis 6e (depression: r = .70, 95%
CI: .63, .76) because the correlation was larger than predicted.
In relation to meaning in life, purpose satisfaction was found to have a large
positive correlation with presence of meaning, supporting hypothesis 7a, whereas partial
support was found for the correlation with purpose frustration (hypothesis 8a) because it
was larger than the medium effect size predicted (r = -.77, 95% CI: -.82, -.72). However,
hypotheses 7b and 8b, concerned with the correlations of purpose satisfaction and
frustration with search for meaning, respectively, were rejected. Although in the
hypothesized direction, correlations were much smaller than expected, suggesting that
satisfaction of purpose in the global domain is only weakly related to search for meaning
in life (r = -.14, 95% CI: -.24, -.03), and that the absence of purpose expected to be partly
reflected in the search for meaning is far from synonymous with frustration of purpose (r
= .26, 95% CI: .16, .35). In retrospect, the measure of search for meaning used in the
present research did not address any aspect of the experience of progress component of
purpose, potentially resulting in low conceptual overlap between the two constructs
reflected in the weak correlations found with these data.
Incremental Prediction Criterion
Results for hierarchical linear regressions and relative weight analyses used in
testing hypotheses 9–10 can be found in Tables 9–10.
Need Satisfaction. Analyses of the incremental contribution of satisfaction of the
need for purpose beyond satisfaction of the established needs were examined using the R2
change accounted for in outcomes by purpose satisfaction after entering satisfaction of
the established needs and based on the results of RWA (see Table 9).
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Table 9
Summary of Multiple Regression and Relative Weight Analyses for Outcomes Regressed on Need
Satisfaction Scales in Study 2
Predictor
B
RW
b
Outcome: Positive Affect, R2 = .58; F(4, 383) = 131.18, p < .001
Intercept
-.03
Autonomy Satisfaction
.20***
.20
.15a
Competence Satisfaction
.22***
.22
.15ab
Relatedness Satisfaction
.15***
.15
.09
Purpose Satisfaction
.30***
.33
.19ab
DR2 = .05, F(1, 383) = 45.79, p < .001.
Outcome: Life Satisfaction, R2 = .51; F(4, 386) = 99.42, p < .001
Intercept
-1.58***
Autonomy Satisfaction
.50***
.27
.14a
Competence Satisfaction
.36***
.20
.12a
Relatedness Satisfaction
.43***
.24
.12a
Purpose Satisfaction
.25**
.15
.12a
2
DR = .01, F(1, 386) = 7.47, p = .007.
Outcome: Physical Health, R2 = .16; F(4, 357) = 16.90, p < .001
Intercept
3.59**
Autonomy Satisfaction
.23**
.22
.05a
Competence Satisfaction
.21**
.20
.05a
Relatedness Satisfaction
.08
.08
.03a
Purpose Satisfaction
-.03
-.03
.03a
2
DR = .00, F(1, 357) = .127, ns.
Outcome: Negative Affect, R2 = .38; F(4, 379) = 57.44, p < .001
Intercept
4.56***
Autonomy Satisfaction
-.21***
-.22
.09a
Competence Satisfaction
-.33***
-.35
.13a
Relatedness Satisfaction
-.23***
-.24
.10ab
Purpose Satisfaction
.08
.09
.05b
2
DR = .00, F(1, 379) = 1.90, ns.
Outcome: Depression, R2 = .49; F(4, 380) = 89.96, p < .001
Intercept
4.41***
Autonomy Satisfaction
-.13**
-.15
.11a
Competence Satisfaction
-.21***
-.24
.13a
Relatedness Satisfaction
-.17***
-.19
.10a
Purpose Satisfaction
-.21***
-.26
.14a
2
DR = .03, F(1, 380) = 21.07, p < .001.
Outcome: Anxiety, R2 = .17; F(4, 380) = 19.06, p < .001
Intercept
2.62***
Autonomy Satisfaction
-.02
-.02
.02a
Competence Satisfaction
-.20***
-.30
.08b
Relatedness Satisfaction
-.07
-.10
.03ab
Purpose Satisfaction
-.03
-.04
.03a
2
DR = .00, F(1, 380) = .38, ns.
Outcome: Stress, R2 = .22; F(4, 382) = 26.69, p < .001
Intercept
3.36***
Autonomy Satisfaction
-.16**
-.19
.05a
Competence Satisfaction
-.22***
-.28
.07a
Relatedness Satisfaction
-.18***
-.23
.07a
Purpose Satisfaction
.13*
.17
.02

CI-L

CI-U

RS-RW(%)

.11
.11
.06
.15

.18
.19
.13
.23

+25.37
+25.99
+16.14
+32.51

.10
.08
.07
.08

.18
.16
.18
.16

+28.56
+23.51
+24.34
+23.59

.02
.02
.01
.01

.11
.10
.07
.06

+35.30
+30.81
+17.58
+16.31

.06
.09
.05
.03

.14
.19
.15.08

-25.04
-35.91
-26.12
-12.93

.07
.08
.05
.09

.15
.18
.15
.18

-22.63
-26.94
-21.00
-29.43

.01
.04
.01
.01

.05
.14
.07
.07

-14.66
-49.27
-17.27
-18.89

.02
.04
.03
.01

.10
.12
.12
.04

-25.12
-33.92
-32.18
-8.78
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DR2 = .01, F(1, 382) = 6.06, p = .014.
Note. B = Unstandardized regression weight; b = Standardized regression weight; RW = Raw relative
weight (within rounding error raw weights will sum to R2); CI-L = Lower bound of confidence interval
used to test the statistical significance of raw weight; CI-U = Upper bound of confidence interval used to
test the statistical significance of raw weight; RS-RW = Relative weight rescaled as a percentage of
predicted variance in the outcome variable attributed to each predictor (within rounding error rescaled
weights sum to 100%), the sign applied to these weights indicates the direction of the relationship
between predictor and outcome. CIs based on bias-corrected accelerated bootstrapping = 10,000.
Relative weights in relation to the same outcome that share a superscript are not significantly different at
the .05 level.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

For positive well-being outcomes, purpose satisfaction was found to account for
at least .02 incremental variance in positive affect (DR2 = .05) and nearly a third of the
total variance predicted by the model using RWA (RS-RW = +32.51%), supporting
hypothesis 9a. Hypothesis 9b, however, was only partially supported, because less than
.02 incremental variance in life satisfaction was attributed to purpose satisfaction
according to regression results (DR2 = .01), yet the RWA identified it accounted for
significant variance in the total model (RS-RW = +23.59%). Hypothesis 9c regarding
physical health was also only partially supported with the same discrepancy between the
results of the regression and the RWA (DR2 = .00; RS-RW = +16.31%).
The results for hypothesis 9b and 9c were the first sign of a pattern that would
repeat for nearly all remaining analyses in Study 2, in which the RWA would provide
results supportive of incremental prediction hypotheses, likely due to its capacity to
appropriately adjust to the multicollinearity present in the predictors, but the regression
results would often not identify at least one of the purpose scales as accounting for
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significant incremental variance. Notably, proponents of RWA argue against the use of
R2-change as an index of the incremental contribution of a predictor because the process
used in hierarchical linear regression will likely erroneously attribute much of the
explanatory variance to whichever predictors are entered in the first step (Tonidandel &
LeBreton, 2011).
For the negative well-being outcomes, purpose satisfaction was found to account
for a significant amount of the variance in the full model for negative affect, anxiety, and
stress, according to RWA but not regression, providing partial support for hypotheses 9d
(DR2 = .00; RS-RW = -12.93%), 9f (DR2 = .00; RS-RW = -18.89%), and 9g (DR2 = .01;
RS-RW = -8.78%), respectively. Hypothesis 9e pertaining to depression was supported
because regression and RWA arrived at the same conclusion (DR2 = .03; RS-RW = 29.43%).
Need Frustration. As above, the incremental contribution of purpose frustration
was examined based on a threshold of a significant R2 change of .02 when it was entered
into the regression after frustration of the established needs and based on results of the
RWA (see Table 10).
Hypotheses 10a and 10b regarding incremental prediction of positive affect (DR2
= .14; RS-RW = -52.68%) and life satisfaction (DR2 = .03; RS-RW = -32.57%),
respectively, were supported by results from the regression and RWA. However,
hypothesis 10c pertaining to physical health was only partially supported as purpose
frustration was not found to account for a significant increment in predicted variance via
regression (DR2 = .00) but was identified as such by the RWA (RS-RW = -16.00%).
Although the lower-bound confidence interval for the evaluation of this relative weight
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Table 10
Summary of Multiple Regression and Relative Weight Analyses for Outcomes Regressed on Need
Frustration Scales in Study 2
Predictor
B
RW
b
Outcome: Positive Affect, R2 = .49; F(4, 383) = 90.57, p < .001
Intercept
4.53***
Autonomy Frustration
-.03
-.04
.05a
Competence Frustration
-.16***
-.21
.14
Relatedness Frustration
.02
.02
.05a
Purpose Frustration
-.40***
-.52
.26
DR2 = .14, F(1, 383) = 101.97, p < .001.
Outcome: Life Satisfaction, R2 = .44; F(4, 386) = 75.07, p < .001
Intercept
6.87***
Autonomy Frustration
-.16*
-.10
.06a
Competence Frustration
-.41***
-.31
.15b
Relatedness Frustration
-.19*
-.12
.08ac
Purpose Frustration
-.37***
-.26
.14bc
2
DR = .03, F(1, 386) = 23.65, p < .001.
Outcome: Physical Health, R2 = .23; F(4, 357) = 26.99, p < .001
Intercept
6.66***
Autonomy Frustration
-.18***
-.19
.07
Competence Frustration
-.22***
-.28
.09
Relatedness Frustration
-.07
-.07
.04
Purpose Frustration
-.02
-.03
.04
DR2 = .00, F(1, 357) = .14, ns.
Outcome: Negative Affect, R2 = .47; F(4, 379) = 85.45, p < .001
Intercept
.28**
Autonomy Frustration
.18***
.21
.11ab
Competence Frustration
.24***
.35
.17b
Relatedness Frustration
.14**
.16
.10a
Purpose Frustration
.09*
.12
.10a
2
DR = .01, F(1, 379) = 5.25, p = .02.
Outcome: Depression, R2 = .63; F(4, 380) = 163.71, p < .001
Intercept
.16*
Autonomy Frustration
.06*
.08
.07
Competence Frustration
.22***
.33
.21a
Relatedness Frustration
.15***
.18
.13
Purpose Frustration
.24***
.35
.21a
DR2 = .06, F(1, 380) = 64.37, p < .001.
Outcome: Anxiety, R2 = .28; F(4, 380) = 36.77, p < .001
Intercept
.64***
Autonomy Frustration
.08*
.14
.05a
Competence Frustration
.11***
.23
.09a
Relatedness Frustration
.08*
.13
.06a
Purpose Frustration
.07*
.15
.07a
2
DR = .01, F(1, 380) = 5.80, p = .02
Outcome: Stress, R2 = .38; F(4, 382) = 57.215, p < .001
Intercept
.50***
Autonomy Frustration
.17***
.24
.11a
Competence Frustration
.20***
.25
.13a
Relatedness Frustration
.15***
.20
.10a
Purpose Frustration
-.04
-.06
.04

CI-L

CI-U

RS-RW(%)

.02
.10
.02
.21

.08
.18
.07
.32

-10.02
-27.83
-9.47
-52.68

.03
.11
.05
.09

.10
.20
.13
.19

-14.26
-34.24
-18.93
-32.57

.03ab
.04a
.01ab
.00b†

.12
.14
.08
.01

-29.59
-36.54
-17.87
-16.00

.07
.12
.06
.06

.15
.21
.15
.14

+22.51
+34.80
+21.86
+20.82

.05
.17
.09
.16

.10
.26
.17
.27

+11.58
+33.60
+20.85
+33.97

.01
.04
.02
.02

.09
.14
.10
.12

+18.95
+33.69
+22.92
+24.44

.06
.09
.06
.02

.15
.18
.16
.07

+27.71
+35.18
+25.98
+11.13
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DR2 = .00, F(1, 382) = .98, p = ns.
Note. B = Unstandardized regression weight; b = Standardized regression weight; RW = Raw relative
weight (within rounding error raw weights will sum to R2); CI-L = Lower bound of confidence interval
used to test the statistical significance of raw weight; CI-U = Upper bound of confidence interval used to
test the statistical significance of raw weight; RS-RW = Relative weight rescaled as a percentage of
predicted variance in the outcome variable attributed to each predictor (within rounding error rescaled
weights sum to 100%), the sign applied to these weights indicates the direction of the relationship
between predictor and outcome. CIs based on bias-corrected accelerated bootstrapping = 10,000.
Relative weights in relation to the same outcome that share a superscript are not significantly different at
the .05 level.
†

Values for this interval were greater than zero at three decimal places prior to rounding.

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

was near zero (CI-L = .004), it was not found to be significantly different from the
weights for autonomy frustration (RS-RW = -22.51%) or relatedness frustration (RS-RW
= -20.82%).
As with purpose satisfaction, hypotheses regarding the incremental prediction of
purpose frustration beyond frustration of the established needs in negative affect (10d;
DR2 = .01; RS-RW = +20.82%), anxiety (10f; DR2 = .01; RS-RW = +24.44%), and stress
(10f; DR2 = .00; RS-RW = +11.13%) were partially supported because only RWA
identified purpose frustration as accounting for significant incremental variance. As
found for hypothesis 9e, regression and RWA both found purpose frustration to account
for significant variance beyond the established needs in depression (DR2 = .06; RS-RW =
+33.97%) supporting hypothesis 10e.
In summary, the results of the RWA were supportive of hypotheses regarding the
incremental prediction in outcomes contributed by the need for purpose in comparison to
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the results using hierarchical linear regression. As noted above, this is likely due to the
capability of RWA to adjust for multicollinearity (Johnson & LeBreton, 2004). However,
even in cases where the full regression model accounted for a small amount of variance
(e.g., need satisfaction and physical health: R2 = .16), and the RWA only attributed a
relatively small percentage of this variance to purpose (purpose satisfaction RS-RW =
16.31%), the RWA identified purpose as a significant predictor which accounted for a
percentage of the R2 equivalent to at least .02 (R2 = .03). Further, inspection of regression
coefficients from the hierarchical linear regression reveal they could be misleading when
identifying the direction of the relationship between purpose and the outcomes in the
context of a model that included the established needs. For example, the coefficient for
purpose satisfaction and stress was positive (B = .13) suggesting that greater purpose
satisfaction was associated with greater stress despite the presence of a negative zeroorder correlation (r = -.26). Yet, the RWA results indicated a negative relationship (RSRW = -8.78%) that is more in line with the zero-order correlation and theory pertaining to
the role of purpose satisfaction in well-being.
Although the results of this study are supportive of the psychometric quality of
the SFPS and role of the need for purpose in well-being, the expectation is that purpose
should evidence similar relations in specific domains. Additionally, differential relations
between purpose and constructs that are expected to act as antecedents of its satisfaction
would contribute to the establishing the boundaries of the construct and its distinctiveness
from the established needs. Therefore, Study 3 was designed and conducted to investigate
these issues in the work domain and to evaluate the factor structure of the SFPS based on
responses to experiences in a specific domain rather than the global domain.
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Chapter VII: Study 3 – Need for Purpose in the Work Domain
According to SDT, the impact of need satisfaction and frustration is pervasive, and
its consequences should be evident across life domains (Ryan & Deci, 2000; 2017). Von
Devivere (2018) proposed that work is one such domain that is of great importance to
most individuals because modern societies are structured around work, such that it now
plays a major role in the fundamental definition and regulation of our lives. Due to its
apparent prevalence as a key life domain for most individuals, the present research sought
to extend on Study 2 by investigating many of the same hypotheses in the work domain
as were tested in the global domain.
Specifically, the present study 1) investigated whether the underlying structure of
the SFPS was best modelled as two latent factors indicating satisfaction and frustration of
purpose at work distinct from factors for the established needs; 2) examined a
nomological network of the need for purpose at work as it relates to well-being indices
and work-specific outcomes; and 3) tested whether the need for purpose accounted for
unique variance in well-being and work-specific outcomes beyond the established needs.
Lastly, the present research extended from Study 2 by 4) expanding from assessing
outcomes of need satisfaction to investigating the contribution of work characteristics as
potential antecedents to the experience of purpose satisfaction at work.
Factor Structure
The work context of Study 3 provided an opportunity for a final evaluation of the
factor structure underlying the SFPS. Recall that Studies 1–2 asked participants to
respond to items assessing need satisfaction and frustration in relation to experiences in
their life in general. It is possible that the factor structure of the SFPS found in the
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previous studies may not be replicated when the SFPS are used in a specific life domain
(e.g., work). Therefore, additional investigations of hypotheses 2–3 were conducted with
the Study 3 data. The expectation was that, using both CFA and ESEM, an 8-factor
model that specified distinct factors for satisfaction and frustration of purpose would
provide a better fit than models that combined satisfaction or frustration of purpose with
their corresponding scales for the needs for autonomy, competence, or relatedness.
Nomological Network
Recent meta-analytic research provides evidence for the effects of the established
needs in the work domain. Van den Broeck et al. (2016) found that satisfaction of the
needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness at work were positively associated with
indices of well-being (e.g., positive affect and life satisfaction) and with various workspecific outcomes, such as greater task performance and job satisfaction, and reduced
turnover intentions and burnout. Importantly, using RWA within their meta-analysis, Van
den Broeck et al. (2016) also found that satisfaction of each need accounted for
substantial portions of the variance predicted in autonomous forms of motivation (e.g.,
identified regulation and intrinsic motivation) which are critical to optimal functioning
(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000).
As a need, satisfaction and frustration of purpose at work, therefore, should also
exhibit similar associations with well-being indices and work-specific outcomes.
Research in the work domain suggests that individuals are concerned with and draw
purpose from their work. For example, the meaningful work (e.g., Rosso et al., 2010) and
calling (e.g., Dik & Duffy, 2009) literatures are both, to some extent, interested in factors
that contribute to individuals’ sense of purpose from work. Although conceptualizations
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vary as to whether such experiences require certain characteristics (e.g., prosocial
motives: Steger et al., 2012), much of the theory in these areas includes a sense of
purpose derived from one’s work as a major, if not central, component of what makes
work meaningful (see Yeoman et al., 2019, for a collection covering a range of such
perspectives). Assuming that at least part of what makes work meaningful is derived from
satisfaction of the need for purpose, research in this area provides some preliminary
evidence for the importance of purpose to work outcomes. Individuals rank meaningful
work as more important than promotions, job security, status, and pay (Cascio, 2003;
Hurst et al., 2016) and are willing to accept lower salaries in exchange for it (Hu & Hirsh,
2017). Women who have failed to achieve their career goals have reported lower purpose
in their lives (Carr, 1997). Meaningful work is also associated with greater well-being
and positive work outcomes according to a recent meta-analysis (Allan et al., 2019).
Lastly, the absence of work itself has negative consequences because unemployment
appears to cause reductions in well-being rather than the reverse (McKee-Ryan et al.,
2005; Paul & Moser, 2009).
Applying propositions from Study 2 regarding life in general to the work domain,
the expectation was that satisfaction and frustration of the need for purpose at work
would present a similar pattern of associations with satisfaction and frustration of the
established needs at work. Such a pattern was also expected for well-being indices;
therefore, the following hypotheses largely mirror Hypotheses 4–8 in Study 2.
Hypotheses 11a–11b: a) Satisfaction of the need for purpose at work will have
medium positive correlations (.30–.49) with satisfaction of the established needs
at work; and b) frustration of the need for purpose at work will have medium
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positive correlations (.30–.49) with frustration of the established needs at work.
Hypotheses 12a–12b: Satisfaction of the need for purpose at work will have
medium positive correlations (.30–.49) with positive indices of well-being: a)
positive affect and b) life satisfaction.
Hypothesis 12c: Satisfaction of the need for purpose at work will have a medium
negative correlation (-.49–-.30) with negative affect, as a negative index of wellbeing.
Hypotheses 13a–13b: Frustration of the need for purpose at work will have
medium negative correlations (-.49–-.30) with positive indices of well-being: a)
positive affect and b) life satisfaction.
Hypothesis 13c: Frustration of the need for purpose at work will have a medium
positive correlation (.30–.49) with negative affect, as a negative index of wellbeing.
For work-specific outcomes and antecedents, Van den Broeck et al.’s (2016) study
provided meta-analytic estimates of relations with satisfaction of the established needs.
Generally, Van den Broeck et al. (2016) found a pattern of medium to large positive
correlations (.30–.49) between satisfaction of the needs for autonomy, competence, and
relatedness, and positive work outcomes: job satisfaction (.40–.54), work engagement
(.33–.54), and affective organizational commitment (.21–.48). Correlations with turnover
intentions were negative but weaker than correlations with positive outcomes (-.31–-.05).
Based on these results, a corresponding set of hypotheses were formulated for the
correlations expected between satisfaction of purpose and these outcomes, with weaker
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and negative correlations expected for frustration of purpose with positive outcomes and
a comparatively stronger and positive correlation with turnover intentions.
Hypotheses 14a–14d: Satisfaction of the need for purpose at work will have
medium positive correlations (.30–.49) with positive work outcomes: a) job
satisfaction, b) work engagement, and c) affective organizational commitment;
and d) a small negative correlation (-.29–-.10) with turnover intentions.
Hypotheses 15a–15d: Frustration of the need for purpose at work will have small
negative correlations (-.29–-.10) with positive work outcomes: a) job satisfaction,
b) work engagement, and c) affective organizational commitment; and d) a
medium positive correlation (.30–.49) with turnover intentions.
In terms of motivational quality, correlations between satisfaction of the established
needs and autonomous forms of motivation are positive: identified regulation (24–.32)
and intrinsic motivation (.28–.54; Van den Broeck et al., 2016). Although meta-analytic
estimates of these relations are not available for frustration of the established needs,
Longo et al. (2016) reported small negative correlations with intrinsic motivation for
frustration of the established needs (-.24–-.14). Therefore, a similar pattern of
correlations was expected for frustration of purpose with autonomous forms of
motivation.
Hypothesis 16: Satisfaction of the need for purpose at work will have medium
positive correlations (.30–.49) with autonomous forms of motivation.
Hypothesis 17: Frustration of the need for purpose at work will have small
negative correlations (-.29–-.10) with autonomous forms of motivation.
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Incremental Prediction Criterion
The incremental prediction criterion proposed by Ryan and Deci (2017) was
investigated in relation to both well-being and work-specific outcomes. The expectation
was that satisfaction of purpose would account for at least a small amount of variance
(.02–.14) beyond that accounted for by satisfaction of the established needs, and that this
pattern would also be found for frustration of purpose when examined alongside
frustration of the established needs.
Hypotheses 18a–18i: Satisfaction of the need for purpose at work will account for
a small incremental amount of variance (.02–.14) beyond satisfaction of the
established needs in outcomes: a) positive affect, b) life satisfaction, c) negative
affect, d) job satisfaction, e) work engagement, f) affective organizational
commitment, g) turnover intentions, h) identified regulation, and i) intrinsic
motivation.
Hypotheses 19a–19i: Frustration of the need for purpose at work will account for
a small incremental amount of variance (.02–.14) beyond frustration of the
established needs: a) positive affect, b) life satisfaction, c) negative affect, d) job
satisfaction, e) work engagement, f) affective organizational commitment, g)
turnover intentions, h) identified regulation, and i) intrinsic motivation.
Antecedents of Purpose Satisfaction at Work
The work focus of the present research also provided an opportunity to expand the
nomological network of the construct by conducting an initial investigation of contextspecific antecedents that might contribute to its satisfaction. Specifically, the welldocumented effects of work characteristics on a host of well-being and work outcomes
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(Humphrey et al., 2007) indicate that they are an important factor in how work impacts
individuals and organizations. Using Morgeson and Humphrey’s (2006) model and
accompanying measure of work design characteristics, the present research examined a
limited set of work characteristics that were expected to present differential relations with
satisfaction of the need for purpose. Work characteristics that contribute to a sense of
meaningful direction by potentially imbuing work with a degree of importance and value
in the eyes of employees, such as task significance and task identity, were expected to be
the largest contributors to satisfaction of purpose. Task significance refers to the extent to
which a job, and the tasks performed within the job, have an impact on others in and
outside the organization (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Task identity refers to the degree
to which a job involves the completing an identifiable piece of work in comparison to
work that involves providing piecemeal contributions to a larger whole which is difficult
to identify or which the employee will have little contact with (Sims et al., 1976).
Although other work characteristics likely contribute to satisfaction of the need for
purpose, and indeed to satisfaction of the other needs, Van den Broeck et al.’s (2016)
meta-analysis suggests that differential patterns for the relations between work
characteristics and need satisfaction are possible. For example, comparing the CIs for
meta-analytic estimates for job autonomy (i.e., freedom, independence, and discretion in
one’s work; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006) with satisfaction of the established needs
reveals the strongest correlations with satisfaction of the need for autonomy as would be
expected. Similarly, comparing the CIs for social support (i.e., opportunity for support
and advice from others; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006), suggests that it contributes most
strongly to satisfaction of the need for relatedness. Such patterns of differentiation are not
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present for task significance or task identity for the established needs, opening the door
for the possibility that such differences would be captured with the need for purpose.
However, the unique contributions of work characteristics to satisfaction of the needs
would be more clearly differentiated if there was evidence that theoretically aligned work
characteristics accounted for the greatest variance when allowed to ‘compete’ with the
others. Therefore, the present research tested the hypothesis that task significance and
task identity would account for the greatest variance in satisfaction of the need for
purpose at work when compared to characteristics better aligned with the established
needs (i.e., autonomy: job autonomy; competence: skill variety; relatedness: social
support).
Hypotheses 20a–20c: Task significance will account for greater variance in
satisfaction of the need for purpose at work than a) job autonomy, b) skill variety,
and c) social support.
Hypotheses 21a–21c: Task identity will account for greater variance in
satisfaction of the need for purpose at work than a) job autonomy, b) skill variety,
and c) social support.
Method
Participants
Data for Study 3 were collected from a sample of 554 employed adults using the
ProAc platform. These eligibility criteria were operationalized as requiring that
participants be at least 18 years of age and currently employed full-time outside their
involvement with ProAc. Participants were compensated $4.00 USD for their
participation in a 30-minute survey. Sample size was decided according to the results of a
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power analysis to determine the minimum sample size required to detect a .02 R2-change
in a regression analysis with alpha at .05 and power at .80 (required n = 395).
Data cleaning was conducted in the same manner as Study 2. On average,
participants completed the study much quicker than the estimated 30-minute completion
time (M = 18.87 minutes; SD = 17.75). Participant completion times were converted to Zscores and six participants with absolute Z-scores greater than 3.0 were eliminated from
the data. These participants’ completion times were much longer than the average,
ranging from 82.2 to 215.42 minutes (M = 132.95 minutes). Next, 31 participants who
failed at least one of the three attention check items were eliminated from the data.
Screening based on the purposeful responding items resulted in the elimination of an
additional 15 participants; four who indicated that their data should not be used in
analyses and 11 who indicated exerting only “some” effort or less when completing the
study. Eight participants were found to not provide a response or provide a nonsensical
response to the free response purposeful responding item (e.g., “I’m able to get a to
100”). Examination of these participants’ responses revealed substantial missing data and
overreliance on the extreme points of the scales across the survey suggesting
inattentiveness and, therefore, they were eliminated. Lastly, any participants who
indicated they were not currently employed full-time were removed, resulting in the
elimination of 10 participants.
After data cleaning, the final sample was comprised of 484 participants (263 males,
215 females, 6 other self-identification: 1 transgender, 5 non-binary). Average age was
33.92 (SD = 9.01), ranging from 19 to 70 years of age with data missing for four
participants. Most of the sample identified as White/Caucasian (61%), with the next five
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largest groups being East Asian (13%), Black (8%), White and at least one other ethnicity
(5%), South Asian (5%), and Latin American/Hispanic (3%). The remaining five percent
of the sample was distributed across other ethnicities and their combinations, and four
participants did not provide information on their ethnicity. Participants also reported
working in a wide range of industries (see Table 11), with one missing response.
Table 11
Frequencies for Participant Self-reported Industry of Employment in Study 3
Industry
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting
Mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction
Utilities (e.g., electric, gas, and water supply)
Construction
Manufacturing
Wholesale trade
Retail trade
Transportation and warehousing
Information and cultural industries
Finance and insurance
Real estate and rental and leasing
Professional, scientific, and technical services
Management of companies and enterprises
Administrative and support, waste management and remediation services
Educational services
Health care and social assistance
Arts, entertainment, and recreation
Accommodation and food services
Public administration
Other services (except public administration)
Don’t know
Missing

Counts
5
7
8
23
27
2
32
14
16
50
9
79
4
7
76
56
17
9
18
22
2
1

% of Total
1%
1%
2%
5%
6%
0%
7%
3%
3%
10 %
2%
16 %
1%
1%
16 %
12 %
4%
2%
4%
5%
0%
0%

Measures
Participants were asked to respond to the same measures as in Study 2 for
satisfaction and frustration of the need for purpose and the established needs (adapted for
the work domain), affect, and life satisfaction. Following these scales, participants were
asked to respond to measures of work-specific constructs in the order below. Items were
presented in a random order within scales. Demographic items, attention checks, and
purposeful responding items were the same as in Study 2.

152

Job Satisfaction. Job satisfaction was assessed using the Michigan Organizational
Assessment Questionnaire - Job Satisfaction Subscale (MOAQ-JS; Cammann et al.,
1979, as cited in Bowling & Hammond, 2008). The MOAQ-JS contains 3 items (e.g., “In
general, I like working here”) on a 7-point scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly
agree).
Work Engagement. Work engagement was assessed using the 9-item version of
the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9; Schaufeli et al., 2006). Although the
UWES-9 is comprised of three scales assessing different components of engagement:
vigor (3 items; e.g., “At my work, I feel bursting with energy”), absorption (3 items; e.g.,
“I get carried away when I am working”), and dedication (3 items; e.g., “I am
enthusiastic about my job”). High latent correlations between factors (> .90; e.g.,
Schaufeli et al., 2002; Schaufeli et al., 2006) suggest these scales might represent a single
dimension, therefore, responses were averaged to create a composite work engagement
scale. Participants responded on a 7-point scale, from 0 (Never) to 6 (Always, every day),
indicating how often they had the feelings described in each item.
Affective Organizational Commitment. The 6-item measure of the affective
component of the three-component model of commitment (AOC; Meyer et al., 1993) was
used. Items (e.g., “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this
organization”) were rated on a 7-point scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly
agree).
Turnover Intentions. Intentions to leave the organization were assessed using four
items (e.g., “I often think about quitting”) from Becker and Billings (1993) with a 7-point
scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree).
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Work Motivation. Identified and intrinsic forms of motivation were assessed using
the Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale (MWMS; Gagné et al., 2015). The MWMS
is comprised of 19 items asking participants to indicate the reasons why they put effort
into their jobs assessing the extrinsic–intrinsic motivational continuum in SDT. The
measure contains subscales assessing amotivation (3 items; e.g., “I don’t, because I really
feel that I’m wasting my time at work”), extrinsic regulation (social: 3 items; e.g., “To
get others’ approval [e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients …]”; material: 3 items;
e.g., “Because I risk losing my job if I don’t put enough effort in it.”), introjected
regulation (4 items; e.g., “Because I have to prove to myself that I can”), identified
regulation (3 items; e.g., “Because putting efforts in this job aligns with my personal
values”), and intrinsic motivation (3 items; e.g., “Because the work I do is interesting”).
Participants responded on a 7-point scale from 1 (Not at all) to 7 (Completely). Only the
identified regulation and intrinsic motivation scales were of substantive concern, but in
the interest of transparency, descriptive statistics for all of the MWMS are reported.
Work Characteristics. The Work Design Characteristics Questionnaire (WDQ;
Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006) was used to assess task significance (4 items; e.g., “The
results of my work are likely to significantly affect the lives of other people”), task
identity (4 items; e.g., “The job provides me the chance to completely finish the pieces of
work I begin”), job autonomy (using the work methods autonomy subscale: 3 items; “The
job allows me to decide on my own how to go about doing my work”), skill variety (3
items; “The job requires me to utilize a variety of different skills in order to complete the
work”), and social support (6 items; “I have the chance in my job to get to know other
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people”). Participants responded on a 5-point scale, from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5
(Strongly disagree).
Employment Information. Participants were asked to provide additional
information regarding their employment status (part-time, full-time, or other), their
occupation title (open text response), and the industry which best represents the area of
work in which they were employed. Response options for industry were drawn from the
North American Industry Classification System version 3.0 (Statistics Canada, 2017).
Analytic Procedures
Analyses for Study 3 followed the same procedures as Study 2. Investigations of
the factor structure were conducted using CFA and ESEM with the same estimator,
rotation algorithm, and guidelines for evaluation. Hypotheses regarding the magnitude
and direction of correlations (i.e., Hypotheses 11–17) were tested using 95% BCa CIs.
Hierarchical linear regression and RWA were used to test Hypotheses 18–21. For
hypotheses specifically concerned with the relative amount of variance accounted for by
predictors (i.e., Hypotheses 20–21), the 95% CIs of the relative weights resulting from
RWA were examined.
Results and Discussion
Descriptive statistics including intercorrelations and reliabilities for all scales in
Study 3 are reported in Table 12.
Factor Structure
Results of factor structure analyses can be found in Table 13. As in Study 2, CFAbased analyses indicated that an 8-factor model provided an excellent fit to the data (CFI
= .96; TLI = .95; RMSEA = .04) and all items loaded strongly on their respective factors
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Table 12
Study 3 Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations

1. Gender
2. Age
3. PS
4. PF
5. AS
6. AF
7. CS
8. CF
9. RS
10. RF
11. PA
12. NA
13. LS
14. JS
15. WE
16. AC
17. TI
18. AM
19. EXS
20. EXM
21. IJ
22. ID
23. IM
24. TS

M
.45
33.92
3.86
1.98
3.40
2.98
4.10
2.15
3.83
2.08
3.31
1.91
4.42
5.25
3.72
4.39
3.43
2.00
3.95
4.05
4.67
5.06
4.36
3.68

SD
.50
9.01
.95
.99
.94
.92
.75
1.01
.87
.88
.86
.76
1.41
1.49
1.32
1.47
1.65
1.28
1.45
1.05
1.40
1.51
1.71
1.00

1.
.04
.04
-.03
-.01
-.08
-.05
.09*
-.06
-.01
-.11*
.14**
-.10
.03
.03
-.03
-.07
-.10*
.00
-.02
.07
.08
-.01
.06

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

.07
-.09
.01
-.07
.09*
-.19***
.03
-.12**
.07
-.13**
.05
.03
.07
.09*
-.16***
-.08
-.08
-.08
.01
.14**
.01
.07

(.92)
-.70***
.73***
-.40***
.46***
-.32***
.55***
-.33***
.66***
-.35***
.54***
.69***
.71***
.59***
-.55***
-.54***
.02
-.01
.33***
.55***
.70***
.42***

(.92)
-.59***
.49***
-.41***
.47***
-.47***
.47***
-.47***
.44***
-.40***
-.60***
-.58***
-.52***
.53***
.65***
.12**
.12**
-.19***
-.45***
-.54***
-.44***

(.87)
-.47***
.38***
-.28***
.54***
-.28***
.62***
-.31***
.48***
.67***
.72***
.60***
-.49***
-.48***
-.05
-.03
.28***
.54***
.73***
.39***

(.79)
-.31***
.43***
-.30***
.42***
-.24***
.41***
-.23***
-.51***
-.40***
-.36***
.43***
.42***
.23***
.16***
-.10*
-.31***
-.37***
-.17***

(.87)
-.64***
.39***
-.34***
.42***
-.40***
.32***
.33***
.43***
.29***
-.23***
-.38***
-.07
-.09
.11*
.37***
.39***
.26***

(.89)
-.34***
.51***
-.33***
.60***
-.28***
-.25***
-.27***
-.23***
.26***
.37***
.21***
.18***
.09
-.20***
-.22***
-.18***

(.89)
-.51***
.52***
-.29***
.41***
.49***
.53***
.54***
-.37***
-.37***
-.04
-.10*
.20***
.43***
.52***
.35***

(.81)
-.22***
.46***
-.25***
-.38***
-.31***
-.34***
.37***
.43***
.19***
.16***
-.03
-.26***
-.22***
-.16***
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-.03
.04
.35***
-.31***
.33***
-.24***
.29***
-.18***
.31***
-.18***
25. TID
3.72
.90
.07
.08
.32***
-.30***
.36***
-.19***
.22***
-.11*
.23***
-.20***
26. WSA
3.73
.96
.08
.14**
.43***
-.41***
.38***
-.18***
.25***
-.18***
.27***
-.23***
27. SV
4.06
.78
.00
-.04
.50***
-.37***
.46***
-.23***
.39***
-.26***
.59***
-.38***
28. SS
3.88
.68
.06
-.05
-.14**
.16**
-.05
.18***
-.18***
.30***
-.12***
.22***
29. CW
2.79
1.03
Note. N = 466–478. Gender = Male coded as 0, Female as 1 with Other excluded. PS = Purpose satisfaction; PF = Purpose frustration; AS = Autonomy
satisfaction; AF = Autonomy frustration; CS = Competence satisfaction; CF = Competence frustration; RS = Relatedness satisfaction; RF = Relatedness
frustration; PA = Positive affect; NA = Negative affect; LS = Life satisfaction; JS = Job satisfaction; WE = Work engagement; AC = Affective commitment;
TI = Turnover intentions; AM = Amotivation; EXS = Extrinsic regulation – social; EXM = Extrinsic regulation – material; IJ = Introjected regulation; ID =
Identified regulation; IM = Intrinsic motivation; TS = Task significance; TID = Task identity; WSA = Work scheduling autonomy; SV = Skill variety; SS =
Social support; CW = COVID-related worries. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of internal consistency in parentheses.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

Table 12 continued
Study 3 Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations
11.
12.
13.
M
SD
11. PA
3.31
.86
(.93)
12. NA
1.91
.76
-.28***
(.91)
13. LS
4.42
1.41
.56***
-.38***
(.91)
14. JS
5.25
1.49
.53***
-.34***
.48***
15. WE
3.72
1.32
.70***
-.27***
.52***
16. AC
4.39
1.47
.53***
-.26***
.41***
-.34***
.33***
-.34***
17. TI
3.43
1.65
-.35***
.35***
-.30***
18. AM
2.00
1.28
.07
.21***
-.04
19. EXS
3.95
1.45

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

(.93)
.77***
.70***
-.68***
-.60***
-.04

(.94)
.69***
-.54***
-.54***
.02

(.88)
-.65***
-.46***
.05

(.87)
.50***
.06

(.91)
.13**

(.83)

20.
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-.02
.17***
-.05
.00
-.07
-.02
-.04
.13**
.43***
(.76)
20. EXM
4.05
1.05
.29***
.11*
.14**
.26***
.37***
.28***
-.18***
-.25***
.28***
.12**
21. IJ
4.67
1.40
.46***
-.16***
.32***
.53***
.66***
.53***
-.44***
-.55***
.05
-.06
22. ID
5.06
1.51
.64***
-.19***
.48***
.72***
.82***
.64***
-.53***
-.49***
.05
-.01
23. IM
4.36
1.71
.37***
-.11*
.22***
.32***
.45***
.36***
-.26***
-.36***
-.03
-.08
24. TS
3.68
1.00
.36***
-.12*
.20***
.42***
.39***
.37***
-.31***
-.26***
.08
.13**
25. TID
3.72
.90
.27***
-.14**
.27***
.46***
.38***
.34***
-.27***
-.27***
.05
.06
26. WSA
3.73
.96
.34***
-.09*
.25***
.40***
.42***
.34***
-.32***
-.38***
.09
.01
27. SV
4.06
.78
.49***
-.26***
.37***
.53***
.53***
.50***
-.34***
-.39***
.13**
-.04
28. SS
3.88
.68
-.07
.32***
-.21***
-.07
-.05
-.03
.10*
.06
.16***
.07
29. CW
2.79
1.03
Note. N = 466–482. Gender = Male coded as 0, Female as 1, with Other excluded. PS = Purpose satisfaction; PF = Purpose frustration; AS = Autonomy
satisfaction; AF = Autonomy frustration; CS = Competence satisfaction; CF = Competence frustration; RS = Relatedness satisfaction; RF = Relatedness
frustration; PA = Positive affect; NA = Negative affect; LS = Life satisfaction; JS = Job satisfaction; WE = Work engagement; AC = Affective commitment;
TI = Turnover intentions; AM = Amotivation; EXS = Extrinsic regulation – social; EXM = Extrinsic regulation – material; IJ = Introjected regulation; ID =
Identified regulation; IM = Intrinsic motivation; TS = Task significance; TID = Task identity; WSA = Work scheduling autonomy; SV = Skill variety; SS =
Social support; CW = COVID-related worries. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of internal consistency in parentheses.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

Table 12 continued
Study 3 Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations
21.
22.
23.
M
SD
(.84)
21. IJ
4.67
1.40
.61***
(.93)
22. ID
5.06
1.51
.42***
.68***
(.95)
23. IM
4.36
1.71
.21***
.38***
.48***
24. TS
3.68
1.00

24.

(.90)

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.
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.22***
.31***
.40***
.15***
(.89)
25. TID
3.72
.90
.22***
.32***
.37***
.08
.37***
(.88)
26. WSA
3.73
.96
.28***
.42***
.47***
.46***
.23***
.29***
(.90)
27. SV
4.06
.78
.25***
.44***
.52***
.33***
.36***
.31***
.34***
(.84)
28. SS
3.88
.68
.15**
.02
.00
.00
.01
-.02
.04
-.11*
(.85)
29. CW
2.79
1.03
Note. N = 466–482. Gender = Male coded as 0, Female as 1, with Other excluded. PS = Purpose satisfaction; PF = Purpose frustration; AS =
Autonomy satisfaction; AF = Autonomy frustration; CS = Competence satisfaction; CF = Competence frustration; RS = Relatedness satisfaction;
RF = Relatedness frustration; PA = Positive affect; NA = Negative affect; LS = Life satisfaction; JS = Job satisfaction; WE = Work engagement;
AC = Affective commitment; TI = Turnover intentions; AM = Amotivation; EXS = Extrinsic regulation – social; EXM = Extrinsic regulation –
material; IJ = Introjected regulation; ID = Identified regulation; IM = Intrinsic motivation; TS = Task significance; TID = Task identity; WSA =
Work scheduling autonomy; SV = Skill variety; SS = Social support; CW = COVID-related worries. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of internal
consistency in parentheses.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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Table 13
Results of Factor Structure Analyses of the SFPS in Study 3
Model

CFI

TLI

RMSEA
AIC
BIC
SABIC
[90% CI]
1. 8-fac (CFA)
.959 .953
.040 [.036,.045]
36169.121 36687.700 36294.132
2. 7-fac (CFA), PS + AS
.932 .924 .051 [.047, .055] 36424.338 36913.642 36542.292
3. 7-fac (CFA), PS + CS
.872 .856 .070 [.066, .074] 37036.891 37526.195 37154.845
4. 7-fac (CFA), PS + RS
.888 .875 .065 [.061, .069] 36857.264 37346.568 36975.218
5. 7-fac (CFA), PF + AF
.922 .913 .055 [.051, .059] 36524.416 37013.720 36642.371
6. 7-fac (CFA), PF + CF
.856 .839 .074 [.070, .078] 37175.731 37665.035 37293.686
7. 7-fac (CFA), PF + RF
.900 .888 .062 [.058, .066] 36744.588 37233.892 36862.542
8. 8-fac (ESEM)
.981 .965 .035 [.028, .041] 36054.652 37275.821 36349.033
9. 7-fac (ESEM), PS + ASa
.962 .936 .047 [.041, .052] 36195.623 37312.239 36464.800
Note. N = 484. PS = Best-performing purpose satisfaction item set identified in Study 1; AS = Autonomy
satisfaction; CS = Competence satisfaction; RS = Relatedness satisfaction; PF = Best-performing
purpose frustration item set identified in Study 1; AF = Autonomy frustration; CF = Competence
frustration; RF = Relatedness frustration.
a

All 7-fac ESEM models are equivalent for the purposes of calculating goodness-of-fit indices and

information criteria, therefore, for brevity, only values for the model combining the PS and AS scales are
presented here.

(λ ≥ .40; see Appendix C for item loadings and other parameters). None of the alternative
7-factor models provided a better fit to the data. The second best-fitting model,
combining purpose satisfaction and autonomy satisfaction, demonstrated a significant
decrease in fit according to goodness-of-fit criteria (∆CFI = -.027; ∆RMSEA = +.011)
and information criteria (∆AIC = +255.22; ∆BIC = +225.94; ∆SABIC = +248.16). These
results provide additional support for hypotheses 2a and 2b.
Similarly, results for ESEM-based models indicated that the 8-factor model
provided an excellent fit to the data (CFI = .98, TLI = .97; RMSEA = .04) and the
purpose items demonstrated strong loadings on their target factors (Satisfaction target Mλ
= .77; Frustration target Mλ = .818) and low cross-loadings (Satisfaction cross |Mλ| =

160

.038; Frustration cross |Mλ| = .049). For the other needs, RF4 was found to have a
loading less than .50 on its target factor (.435), but its only significant cross-loading was
found for the relatedness satisfaction factor and in the expected direction (-.326). All
alternative 7-factor models were found to provide a significantly worse fit to the data
based on goodness-of-fit indices (∆CFI = -.019; ∆RMSEA = +.012) and information
criteria (∆AIC = +140.97; ∆BIC = +36.42; ∆SABIC = +115.77).
Inspection of parameter estimates for the 7-factor model combining purpose
satisfaction and autonomy satisfaction revealed a similar pattern of loadings to that found
in Study 2. That is, the purpose satisfaction items had strong loadings on their target
factor in the 7- and 8-factor models (7-fac target Mλ = .872; 8-fac target Mλ = .770), with
a minor increase in cross-loadings (7-fac cross |Mλ| = .060 vs. 8-fac cross |Mλ| = .038).
Target loadings for the autonomy satisfaction items were somewhat lower in the 7-factor
model compared to loadings on the 8-factor model (7-fac target Mλ = .541 vs. 8-fac
target Mλ = .728), with an accompanying increase in cross-loadings (7-fac cross |Mλ| =
.114 vs. 8-fac cross |Mλ| = .064) suggesting that variance in the autonomy satisfaction
items was better accounted for with the specification of a separate autonomy satisfaction
factor. Unlike in Study 2, there were no distinct changes in the pattern of loadings
exhibited by the competence and relatedness items across the 8-factor and 7-factor
models. Altogether, these results suggest that the 8-factor ESEM model was a better fit to
the data than the 7-factor alternatives providing further support for hypotheses 3a and 3b.
Nomological Network
BCa correlations and confidence intervals used in hypothesis testing can be found
in Table 14.
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Table 14
Results for Bias-corrected Accelerated Confidence Intervals Used in Hypothesis Testing in Study 3

Correlate

Purpose Satisfaction
Pred. !
!̅ [95% BCa CI]

Pred. !

Purpose Frustration
!̅ [95% BCa CI]

Autonomy Satisfaction
.30–.49
.73 [.67, .77]
Autonomy Frustration
.30–.49
.49 [.42, .56]
Competence Satisfaction
.30–.49
.46 [.37, .53]
Competence Frustration
.30–.49
.47 [.39, .55]
Relatedness Satisfaction
30–.49
.55 [.47, .61]
Relatedness Frustration
.30–.49
.47 [.38, .55]
Positive Affect
.30–.49
.66 [.60, .70]
-.49–.30
-.47 [-.54, -.40]
Life Satisfaction
.30–.49
.54 [.46, .61]
-.49–.30
-.40 [-.49, -.30]
Negative Affect
-.49–.30
-.35 [-.44, -.27]
.30–.49
.44 [.34, .52]
Job Satisfaction
.30–.49
.69 [.58, .79]
-.29–-.10
-.60 [-.67, -.53]
Work Engagement
.30–.49
.71 [.61, .79]
-.29–-.10
-.58 [-.64, -.51]
Affective Commitment
.30–.49
.59 [.51, .65]
-.29–-.10
-.52 [-.59, -.43]
Turnover Intentions
-.29–-.10
-.54 [-.61, -.48]
.30–.49
.53 [.46, .59]
Identified Regulation
.30–.49
.54 [.47, .61]
-29–-.10
-.45 [-.52, -.36]
Intrinsic Motivation
.30–.49
.70 [.65, .75]
-.29–.10
-.54 [-.60, -.46]
Note. Pred. ! = Predicted correlation; !̅ = Mean of bootstrapped correlations; 95% BCa CI = 95 biascorrected confidence intervals. Bootstrapping conducted using 10,000 replications.

Need Constructs. As in Study 2, partial support was found for hypotheses of the
size and direction of correlations for purpose satisfaction with satisfaction of the
established needs. Although correlations with competence and relatedness satisfaction
were as expected, partial support for hypothesis 11a is attributed to the correlation with
autonomy satisfaction exceeding the expected “medium” magnitude (r = .73, 95% CI:
.67, .77). Conversely, hypothesis 11b, referring to correlations of purpose frustration with
frustration of the established needs was supported as all correlations were within the
predicted ranges.
Well-being Constructs. Results of analyses provided partial support for
hypothesis 12a because the correlation for purpose satisfaction with positive affect
exceeded the predicted value (r = .66; 95% CI: .60, .70), but provided support for
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hypothesis 12b (life satisfaction: r = .54; 95% CI: .46, .61). Hypothesis 12c on the
correlation between purpose satisfaction and negative affect was also supported (r = -.35;
95% CI: -.44, -.27). For purpose frustration, results supported hypotheses 13a–13c,
because correlations with positive affect (r = -.47; 95% CI: .54, -40), life satisfaction (r =
-.40; 95% CI: -.49, -.30), and negative affect (r = .44; 95% CI: .34, .52) were in the
expected direction and of the predicted magnitude.
Work-specific Constructs. Partial support was found for hypotheses 14a–15c on
the correlations for purpose satisfaction and frustration with work-specific outcomes. For
purpose satisfaction, correlations with positive work outcomes were positive but larger in
magnitude than predicted (job satisfaction: r = .69; 95% CI: .58, .79; work engagement: r
= .71; 95% CI: .61, .79; affective organizational commitment: r = .59; 95% CI: .51, .65).
The correlation with the negative work outcome of turnover intentions was negative but
also larger than expected (r = -.54; 95% CI: -.61, -.48). A similar pattern was found for
purpose frustration with job satisfaction (r = -.60; 95% CI: -.67, -.53), work engagement
(r = -.58; 95% CI: -.64, -.51), and affective organizational commitment (r = -.52; 95% CI:
-.59, -.43), where correlations were in the expected direction but larger in magnitude than
predicted. However, hypothesis 15d on the correlation between purpose frustration and
turnover intentions was supported (r = .54; 95% CI: .46, .59).
Work Motivation. The general pattern of correlations with work motivation were
in the predicted direction but larger in magnitude than expected resulting in partial
support for hypotheses 16 and 17. In partial support of hypothesis 16, purpose
satisfaction was positively correlated with identified regulation (r = .54; 95% CI: .47, .61)
and with intrinsic motivation (r = .70; 95% CI: .65, .75), though the correlation with the
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latter was larger than expected. Partially supporting hypothesis 17, purpose frustration
evidenced medium to large negative correlations with identified regulation (r = -.45; 95%
CI: -.52, -.36) and intrinsic motivation (r = -.54; 95% CI: .60, -.46).
In line with findings in Study 2 for the nomological network of purpose,
correlations with theoretically related constructs were in the expected direction, although
often larger than predicted. However, the primary concern in Studies 2–3 was whether
the need for purpose met the incremental prediction criterion (Ryan & Deci, 2017) and
such inflation, particularly between the established needs and purpose, would have made
it more difficult to identify any unique contributions of purpose.
Incremental Prediction Criterion
Results of analyses for testing hypotheses 18–21 can be found in Tables 15–17.
Need Satisfaction. Results of the hierarchical linear regressions and RWA
investigating the incremental contribution of purpose satisfaction to the prediction of
outcomes beyond satisfaction of the established needs can be found in Table 15.
Fully supporting their corresponding hypotheses, analyses indicated that purpose
satisfaction accounted for an R2 change of at least .02 and presented significant relative
weights for positive affect (18a; DR2 = .05; RS-RW = +36.73%), life satisfaction (18b;
DR2 = .05; RS-RW = +40.89%), job satisfaction (18d; DR2 = .07; RS-RW = +40.94%),
work engagement (18e; DR2 = .05; RS-RW = +35.12%), affective organizational
commitment (18f; DR2 = .03; RS-RW = +31.11%), turnover intentions (18g; DR2 = .07;
RS-RW = -47.73%), identified regulation (18h; DR2 = .03; RS-RW = +33.55%), and
intrinsic motivation (18i; DR2 = .04; RS-RW = +34.21%). Hypothesis 18c received partial
support because the hierarchical linear regressions indicated that the R2 change attributed
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Table 15
Summary of Multiple Regression and Relative Weight Analyses for Outcomes Regressed on Need
Satisfaction Scales in Study 3
Predictor
B
RW
CI-L
b
Outcome: Positive Affect, R2 = .49; F(4, 461) = 112.81, p < .001
Intercept
.26
Autonomy Satisfaction
.21***
.23
.15a
.12
Competence Satisfaction
.13**
.11
.06b
.03
Relatedness Satisfaction
.15***
.15
.10ab
.07
Purpose Satisfaction
.32***
.35
.18a
.15
DR2 = .05, F(1, 461) = 46.55, p < .001.
Outcome: Life Satisfaction, R2 = .32; F(4, 463) = 55.52, p < .001
Intercept
.55
Autonomy Satisfaction
.22*
.15
.09ac
.06
Competence Satisfaction
.09
.05
.03b
.01
Relatedness Satisfaction
.22**
.14
.06ab
.03
Purpose Satisfaction
.50***
.34
.13c
.09
DR2 = .05, F(1, 463) = 32.26, p < .001.
Outcome: Negative Affect, R2 = .21; F(4, 464) = 30.41, p < .001
Intercept
3.97***
Autonomy Satisfaction
-.05
-.06
.03a
.01
Competence Satisfaction
-.30**
-.29
.10b
.05
Relatedness Satisfaction
-.07
-.08
.03a
.01
Purpose Satisfaction
-.11*
-.14
.05ab
.02
DR2 = .01, F(1, 464) = 4.83, p = .028.
Outcome: Job Satisfaction, R2 = .54; F(4, 467) = 138.67, p < .001
Intercept
.50
Autonomy Satisfaction
.50***
.32
.20a
.16
Competence Satisfaction
-.03
-.02
.03
.01
Relatedness Satisfaction
.19**
.11
.09
.05
Purpose Satisfaction
.64***
.41
.22a
.17
DR2 = .07, F(1, 467) = 71.12, p < .001.
Outcome: Work Engagement, R2 = .61; F(4, 457) = 178.80, p < .001
Intercept
-1.16***
Autonomy Satisfaction
.54***
.39
.24a
.20
Competence Satisfaction
.15*
.09
.06b
.03
Relatedness Satisfaction
.18***
.12
.10b
.07
Purpose Satisfaction
.45***
.33
.21a
.18
DR2 = .05, F(1, 457) = .53.07, p < .001.
Outcome: Affective Commitment, R2 = .45; F(4, 463) = 93.01, p < .001
Intercept
-.07
Autonomy Satisfaction
.46**
.29
.16a
.12
Competence Satisfaction
-.06
-.03
.02
.00†
Relatedness Satisfaction
.44***
.26
.13a
.08
Purpose Satisfaction
.38***
.25
.14a
.10
DR2 = .03, F(1, 463) = 21.10, p < .001.
Outcome: Turnover Intentions, R2 = .32; F(4, 466) = 54.66, p < .001
Intercept
7.36***
Autonomy Satisfaction
-.29**
-.16
.10a
.07
Competence Satisfaction
.09
.04
.02
.00†
Relatedness Satisfaction
-.15
-.08
.05
.02
Purpose Satisfaction
-.70***
-.40
.15a
.11

CI-U

RS-RW(%)

.19
.10
.14
.22

+30.62
+12.73
+19.93
+36.73

.13
.07
.11
.18

+28.57
+10.67
+19.86
+40.89

.06
.16
.07
.08

-15.32
-47.72
-14.62
-22.35

.24
.05
.12
.26

+37.18
+5.82
+16.07
+40.94

.28
.09
.13
.26

+38.66
+10.00
+16.22
+35.12

.20
.04
.18
.18

+35.04
+5.02
+28.84
+31.11

.14
.03
.08
.20

-31.75
-4.82
-15.70
-47.73
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DR2 = .07, F(1, 466) = 46.18, p < .001.
Outcome: Identified Regulation, R2 = .36; F(4, 460) = 64.20, p < .001
Intercept
.44
Autonomy Satisfaction
.40**
.24
.12a
.08
.16
+33.83
Competence Satisfaction
.23**
.12
.05b
.02
.08
+13.85
Relatedness Satisfaction
.20*
.12
.07b
.04
.10
+18.76
Purpose Satisfaction
.40***
.25
.12a
.08
.17
+33.55
DR2 = .03, F(1, 460) = 18.78, p < .001.
Outcome: Intrinsic Motivation, R2 = .61; F(4, 466) = 179.69, p < .001
Intercept
-1.68***
Autonomy Satisfaction
.78***
.43
.26a
.21
.31
+42.15
Competence Satisfaction
.09
.04
.05
.03
.07
+7.79
Relatedness Satisfaction
.21**
.11
.10
.07
.13
+15.85
Purpose Satisfaction
.57***
.32
.21a
.17
.25
+34.21
2
DR = .04, F(1, 466) = 49.19, p < .001.
Note. B = Unstandardized regression weight; b = Standardized regression weight; RW = Raw relative
weight (within rounding error raw weights will sum to R2); CI-L = Lower bound of confidence interval
used to test the statistical significance of raw weight; CI-U = Upper bound of confidence interval used to
test the statistical significance of raw weight; RS-RW = Relative weight rescaled as a percentage of
predicted variance in the outcome variable attributed to each predictor (within rounding error rescaled
weights sum to 100%), the sign applied to these weights indicates the direction of the relationship
between predictor and outcome. CIs based on bias-corrected accelerated bootstrapping = 10,000.
Relative weights in relation to the same outcome that share a superscript are not significantly different at
the .05 level.
†

Values for this interval were greater than zero at three decimal places prior to rounding.

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

to the introduction of purpose satisfaction into the model predicting negative affect was
.01, but the relative weight was significant (RS-RW = -22.35%).
Need Frustration. As with the results for need satisfaction, analyses were largely
supportive of the incremental contribution of purpose frustration beyond frustration of the
established needs (see Table 16). In support of the corresponding hypotheses, both the
hierarchical linear regressions and RWA identified purpose frustration as accounting for
incremental variance in positive affect (19a; DR2 = .07; RS-RW = -65.61%), life
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Table 16
Summary of Multiple Regression and Relative Weight Analyses for Outcomes Regressed on Need
Frustration Scales in Study 3
Predictor
B
RW
CI-L
b
Outcome: Positive Affect, R2 = .23 F(4, 457) = 36.64, p < .001
Intercept
4.15***
Autonomy Frustration
.02
.02
.02a
.00†
Competence Frustration
-.12**
-.14
.05
.02
Relatedness Frustration
.04
.04
.01a
.00†
Purpose Frustration
-.38***
-.44
.16
.11
DR2 = .12, F(1, 457) = 73.60, p < .001.
Outcome: Life Satisfaction, R2 = .18; F(4, 459) = 24.40, p < .001
Intercept
5.81***
Autonomy Frustration
-.01
-.01
.02a
-.01
Competence Frustration
-.09
-.06
.03a
.001
Relatedness Frustration
-.10
-.06
.02a
-.01
Purpose Frustration
-.49***
-.35
.10
.05
DR2 = .08, F(1, 459) = 42.41, p = .007.
Outcome: Negative Affect, R2 = .40; F(4, 460) = 78.15, p < .001
Intercept
.55***
Autonomy Frustration
.09*
.10
.06a
.03
Competence Frustration
.32***
.42
.20
.15
Relatedness Frustration
.12**
.13
.08a
.05
Purpose Frustration
.09**
.12
.07a
.04
DR2 = .01, F(1, 460) = 7.00, p = .008.
Outcome: Job Satisfaction, R2 = .45; F(4, 463) = 94.83, p < .001
Intercept
8.00***
Autonomy Frustration
-.48***
-.30
.14a
.09
Competence Frustration
.26***
.17
.02
.01
Relatedness Frustration
-.21**
-.13
.06
.03
Purpose Frustration
-.72***
-.48
.23a
.17
DR2 = .15, F(1, 463) = 124.15, p < .001.
Outcome: Work Engagement, R2 = .36; F(4, 453) = 63.74, p < .001
Intercept
5.71***
Autonomy Frustration
-.23***
-.16
.07
.04
Competence Frustration
.08
.06
.02a
.01
Relatedness Frustration
-.06
-.04
.03a
.01
Purpose Frustration
-.68***
-.51
.23
.17
DR2 = .17, F(1, 453) = 119.11, p < .001.
Outcome: Affective Commitment, R2 = .30; F(4, 459) = 49.19, p < .001
Intercept
6.45***
Autonomy Frustration
-.22**
-.14
.06a
.03
Competence Frustration
.16*
.11
.01
.00†
Relatedness Frustration
-.24**
-.14
.05a
.02
Purpose Frustration
-.64***
-.44
.17
.11
DR2 = .12, F(1, 459) = 80.19, p < .001.
Outcome: Turnover Intentions, R2 = .34; F(4, 462) = 58.80, p < .001
Intercept
.77***
Autonomy Frustration
.35***
.19
.09a
.05
Competence Frustration
-.14
-.08
.02
.01
Relatedness Frustration
.26**
.14
.06a
.03
Purpose Frustration
.70***
.42
.17
.12

CI-U

RS-RW(%)

.04
.09
.03
.21

-7.70
-20.79
-5.90
-65.61

.04
.06
.04
.16

-10.38
-18.35
-12.74
-58.53

.10
.26
.12
.11

+14.52
+48.87
+19.74
+16.87

.18
.03
.10
.29

-30.57
-4.29
-13.36
-51.78

.12
.05
.07
.29

-20.37
-6.10
-9.19
-64.34

.10
.03
.09
.23

-19.80
-4.82
-17.10
-58.27

.13
.04
.09
.22

+26.74
+5.41
+17.09
+50.76
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DR2 = .11, F(1, 462) = 78.51, p < .001.
Outcome: Identified Regulation, R2 = .21; F(4, 457) = 30.59, p < .001
Intercept
6.85***
Autonomy Frustration
-.20*
-.12
.04a
.01
.08
-19.68
Competence Frustration
.08
.05
.01
-.01
.22
-5.40
Relatedness Frustration
-.11
-.06
.03a
.00†
.05
-11.94
Purpose Frustration
-.58***
-.38
.13
.08
.19
-62.98
DR2 = .09, F(1, 457) = 53.66, p < .001.
Outcome: Intrinsic Motivation, R2 = .31; F(4, 462) = 52.06, p < .001
Intercept
6.57***
Autonomy Frustration
-.33***
-.18
.07
.03
.11
-21.63
Competence Frustration
.14
.08
.02a
.01
.03
-5.12
Relatedness Frustration
.10
.05
.02a
.01
.04
-4.95
Purpose Frustration
-.88***
-.51
.21
.16
.27
-68.31
DR2 = .17, F(1, 462) = 111.86, p < .001.
Note. B = Unstandardized regression weight; b = Standardized regression weight; RW = Raw relative
weight (within rounding error raw weights will sum to R2); CI-L = Lower bound of confidence interval
used to test the statistical significance of raw weight; CI-U = Upper bound of confidence interval used to
test the statistical significance of raw weight; RS-RW = Relative weight rescaled as a percentage of
predicted variance in the outcome variable attributed to each predictor (within rounding error rescaled
weights sum to 100%), the sign applied to these weights indicates the direction of the relationship
between predictor and outcome. CIs based on bias-corrected accelerated bootstrapping = 10,000.
Relative weights in relation to the same outcome that share a superscript are not significantly different at
the .05 level.
†

Values for this interval were greater than zero at three decimal places prior to rounding.

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

satisfaction (19b; DR2 = .08; RS-RW = -58.53%), job satisfaction (19d; DR2 = .15; RSRW = -51.78%), work engagement (19e; DR2 = .17; RS-RW = -64.34%), affective
organizational commitment (19f; DR2 = .12; RS-RW = -58.27%), turnover intentions
(19g; DR2 = .11; RS-RW = +50.76%), identified regulation (19h; DR2 = .09; RS-RW = 62.98%), and intrinsic motivation (19i; DR2 = .17; RS-RW = -68.31%). As with need
satisfaction, according to the hierarchical linear regression, purpose frustration did not
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account for enough incremental variance in negative affect to provide full support for
hypothesis 19c (DR2 = .01; RS-RW = -16.87%).
Together, the results of these analyses suggest that purpose satisfaction and
frustration account for a significant increment in predicted variance in well-being and
work-specific outcomes beyond the corresponding scales for the established needs. In
comparison to Study 2, where the RWA was often the only technique sensitive enough to
detect the unique contribution of purpose, the results of hierarchical linear regressions
were also often supportive in Study 3. Comparisons of the relative weights for purpose
satisfaction in this study also reveal that it accounts for the largest or second-largest
proportion of variance in six of the nine analyses. The same comparisons for purpose
frustration are perhaps more impressive, because they indicate it accounted for the largest
or second-largest proportion of variance in all but one of the nine analyses.
Antecedents of Purpose Satisfaction at Work
As shown in Table 17, a multiple regression model specifying task significance,
task identity, job autonomy, skill variety, and social support as predictors of purpose
satisfaction at work was significant (R2 = .39; F[5, 461] = 59.67, p < .001). Additionally,
each predictor was also found to account for significant variance in purpose satisfaction
according to the RWA: task significance (RS-RW: +23.02%), task identity (RS-RW:
+13.56%), job autonomy (RS-RW: +10.78%), skill variety (RS-RW: +20.23%), and
social support (RS-RW: +32.42%). Comparisons of the CIs for the relative weights
indicated that the weights for task significance and task identity were not significantly
greater than those for job autonomy, skill variety, and social support, resulting in
rejections of hypotheses 20 and 21. Although the weight for social support suggested that
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it accounted for the greatest variance in purpose satisfaction, the CIs indicated the weight
was significantly greater than that for task identity but not greater than the weight for task
significance.
Table 17
Summary of Multiple Regression and Relative Weight Analyses for Purpose Satisfaction Regressed on
Work Characteristic Scales in Study 3
Predictor

B

b

RW

CI-L

CI-U

RS-RW
(%)

Outcome: Purpose Satisfaction, R2 = .39; F(5, 461) = 59.67, p < .001
Intercept
-.30
Task Significance
.20***
.21
.09ab
.05
.15
+23.02
Task Identity
.16***
.15
.05b
.02
.09
+13.56
Job Autonomy
.12**
.12
.04b
.02
.08
+10.78
Skill Variety
.21***
.17
.08ab
.04
.13
+20.23
Social Support
.38***
.28
.13a
.08
.18
+32.42
Note. B = Unstandardized regression weight; b = Standardized regression weight; RW = Raw relative
weight (within rounding error raw weights will sum to R2); CI-L = Lower bound of confidence interval
used to test the statistical significance of raw weight; CI-U = Upper bound of confidence interval used to
test the statistical significance of raw weight; RS-RW = Relative weight rescaled as a percentage of
predicted variance in the outcome variable attributed to each predictor (within rounding error rescaled
weights sum to 100%), the sign applied to these weights indicates the direction of the relationship
between predictor and outcome. CIs based on bias-corrected accelerated bootstrapping = 10,000.
Relative weights in relation to the same outcome that share a superscript are not significantly different at
the .05 level.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

In contrast to the supportive findings above, hypotheses of the relative importance
of task significance and task identity to satisfaction of purpose at work were rejected.
Although task significance and task identity were found to account for significant
variance in purpose satisfaction, they did not account for greater variance than work
characteristics that were theorized to be less important for the satisfaction of the need for
purpose. Van den Broeck et al.’s (2016) meta-analytic estimates present overlapping 95%
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CIs across satisfaction of the established needs for task identity and task significance and
it is possible that this is indicative of a uniform effect for these work characteristics
across needs. Other aspects of the work experience not captured in this study might
exhibit the greater influence predicted for task identity and task significance, such as
efforts by leaders to align employee efforts with the organization’s goals via the
provision of rationale for work-related tasks and objectives.
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Chapter VIII: General Discussion
In the present research, I proposed that humans have an innate and fundamental
need for purpose, defined as a pervasive drive for a sense of meaningful direction and the
experience of progress toward associated objectives. This need is theorized to be both a
requirement for optimal functioning and a driver of cognition, affect, and behavior, such
that it motivates individuals to strive for its satisfaction in all aspects of their lives,
rewarding them with more optimal functioning upon fulfillment, and resulting in reduced
well-being when frustrated (Sheldon, 2011). Given the theorized role of needs as
parsimonious and universal imperatives key to understanding the human experience,
stringent criteria must be met for any construct to be considered a need (Ryan & Deci,
2017). Therefore, the first component of this research sought to test the ‘purpose
hypothesis’ by examining whether existing evidence provided support for the need for
purpose as fulfilling Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) criteria for evaluating needs.
Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) criteria are considered the standard for examining
potential needs (Sheldon, 2011) and have been employed in the evaluation of other
candidates (Anderson et al., 2015; Baxter & Pelletier, 2019; Prentice et al., 2019).
The results of a literature review across the social sciences provided support for
the purpose hypothesis. Fulfilling Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) criteria, there is
evidence that purpose wields a strong and wide-ranging influence on human functioning,
including on affect, cognition, and long-term mental and physical health. Understanding
the implications of satisfaction and frustration of purpose also appears to help explain a
broad variety of behaviors, from why individuals can become equally committed to the
pursuit of personal and externally designated goals (Locke & Latham, 1990) to

172

elucidating one factor in why individuals may engage in self-harm (McMillan et al.,
2007; Ribeiro et al., 2018). In support of its innateness and universality, there are
plausible arguments for its evolutionary adaptiveness (e.g., McKnight & Kashdan, 2009)
and some evidence that satisfaction of purpose is experienced when individuals are
progressing toward aims that are theorized to be evolutionarily determined (e.g., caring
for kin; Scott & Cohen, 2020). However, need constructs must also be distinct from
existing needs (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).
The three basic psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness
identified in self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, 1985b, 2000; Ryan & Deci,
2000) are perhaps the most popular and empirically supported collection of need
constructs in the social sciences (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Therefore, it is reasonable to
expect that evidence be provided in support of the uniqueness of purpose from these
established needs. Additionally, Ryan and Deci (2017) proposed that any ‘new’ needs
must demonstrate explanatory power in outcomes beyond that provided by autonomy,
competence, and relatedness.
Although there is some evidence that purpose-related constructs account for
variance in outcomes beyond the established needs (Hadden & Smith, 2019; Rahmadani
et al., 2019), there is less empirical support for the need for purpose’s fulfillment of the
incremental prediction criterion when compared to the criteria proposed by Baumeister
and Leary (1995). The constructs assessed in these studies were also assumed to reflect
the need for purpose to some degree but were intended by the authors to reflect the more
general meaning in life construct. Therefore, to provide a more comprehensive test of the
purpose hypothesis, the present research included 1) the development and evaluation of a
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measure designed to assess satisfaction and frustration of the need for purpose; 2) an
initial examination of the construct’s nomological network; and 3) two empirical studies
investigating the need for purpose according to the incremental prediction criterion in the
global and work domains.
Evaluation of the final versions of the Satisfaction and Frustration of Purpose
Scales (SFPS) indicated that they had excellent psychometric properties. At the item
level, ratings from subject matter experts indicated that the items reflected their intended
construct and not the other needs. Item-level responses from Study 1 also demonstrated
adequate means, standard deviations, skewness, kurtosis, and item-total correlations. At
the scale level, the SFPS demonstrated high reliabilities as assessed by coefficient alpha
and the model-based omega-hierarchical coefficient, as well as high discriminant validity
based on low correlations with a theoretically unrelated construct, the personality trait of
agreeableness. Critically, factor structure analyses using CFA and ESEM with data from
Studies 2 and 3 supported the distinctiveness of the need for purpose, when assessed
using the SFPS, from the established needs as measured using the dominant instrument
for the assessment of these constructs (Vansteenkiste et al., 2020).
Analyses examining the need for purpose’s fulfillment of the incremental
prediction criterion were also largely supportive. As expected, satisfaction and frustration
of purpose were found to account for a significant portion of the variance in well-being
outcomes beyond the corresponding scales for the established needs in the context of life
in general (Study 2: positive affect, life satisfaction, physical health, negative affect,
depression, anxiety, and stress) and at work (Study 3: positive affect, life satisfaction, and
negative affect). Incremental prediction for purpose beyond the established needs was
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also found for work-specific outcomes (Study 3: job satisfaction, work engagement,
affective organizational commitment, and turnover intentions) and autonomous forms of
motivation (Study 3: intrinsic motivation and identified regulation). Much of the support
for the need for purpose’s contribution to prediction was found using relative weight
analysis (RWA; Johnson, 2000; Johnson & LeBreton, 2004; Tonidandel et al., 2009), a
technique which accounts for the multicollinearity between predictors and determines the
percentage of the variance in an outcome attributable to each predictor. Less support was
found using the traditional R2-change index computed with hierarchical linear regression,
but this approach has been criticized for its potential to erroneously attribute the greatest
portion of the variance to whichever predictor is entered into the model first (Tonidandel
& LeBreton, 2011).
In sum, the weight of the available evidence captured in the literature review and
the results of three empirical studies attesting to the distinctiveness and additional
predictive contribution of the need for purpose suggest that serious consideration must be
given to the conceptualization of purpose as an innate and fundamental need.
Nonetheless, the results of the present research are far from definitive, revealing several
areas for future investigation. Therefore, in the following section I outline the potential
implications of the need for purpose but link these to limitations of the present research
and directions for the future that would contribute additional tests of the purpose
hypothesis.
Limitations and Future Directions
Contribution Beyond the Established Needs
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In the present research, I proposed that one of the primary advantages of
considering purpose as a need is its contribution to our understanding of the human
experience beyond that provided by the established needs. For example, I offered
explanations as to how purpose can aid in our understanding of the development of
serious mental disorders via goal dysregulation (Johnson et al., 2019). These and other
theoretical propositions were supported by the results of the empirical studies which
demonstrated that purpose satisfaction and frustration did account for significant variance
in well-being beyond the established needs. However, the accumulation of such evidence
based on competing hypotheses for specific outcomes is imperative for distinguishing
purpose from the needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness. In reviewing studies
examining the role of religion and spirituality as substitutes for social relationships (Chan
et al., 2019; Reynolds et al., 2020), I theorized that the need for relatedness and the need
for purpose might be competing or potentially complementing mechanisms by which the
benefits identified in these studies are accrued. Similarly, studies that examine whether
purpose can explain why increased well-being can result from the pursuit of some
extrinsic goals (Carver & Scheier, 1998; Srivastava et al., 2001), contrary to predictions
based on the existing needs (Ryan & Deci, 2017), would also provide useful data for
evaluating whether purpose meaningfully expands upon the explanatory power of the
established needs.
Additionally, larger, and therefore appropriately powered, studies that can
examine the simultaneous contribution of purpose satisfaction and frustration beyond
satisfaction and frustration of the established needs are required. The present research
tested the need for purpose’s fulfillment of the incremental prediction criterion separately
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for satisfaction and frustration, as has been done in previous research (e.g., Martela &
Ryan, 2015; 2020). Yet, these models likely do not reflect how needs are experienced,
with fluctuating levels of satisfaction and frustration of each need jointly contributing to
various aspects of affect, cognition, behavior, and health.
Studies that investigate the influence of need satisfaction and frustration
simultaneously would also provide additional tests of the distinctiveness of satisfaction
from frustration. In the present research, factor structure analyses clearly indicated that
models specifying satisfaction and frustration as separate factors provided the best fit to
the data. Nonetheless, correlations between satisfaction and frustration scales for purpose,
and within the established needs, were high suggesting these scales might represent
opposite poles of a continuum. The distinction between satisfaction and frustration is a
recent development in the history of needs research (Vansteenkiste & Ryan, 2013) and
research into scales that appropriately distinguish between these factors is ongoing (e.g.,
Tóth-Király, Bőthe, et al., 2019, 2020; Tóth-Király, Morin, et al., 2018). Consequently,
while the construction of the SFPS reflect the most recent advances in this area,
additional research that goes beyond the empirical dimensionality of the measure to the
meaningful utility of this distinction is required.
Cross-domain Relevance
The results of the literature review suggested that the experience of purpose in
life, as indicative of satisfaction of the need for purpose in the global domain, appears to
have wide-ranging and serious consequences. The apparent pervasiveness of purpose’s
influence suggests that it might have implications for the development and
implementation of interventions to improve individuals’ lives. Indeed, there might
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already be some evidence for the efficacy of implementing interventions addressing the
need for purpose, considering how it might be one of the mechanisms by which meaningcentered therapies exert their effects (Vos & Vitali, 2018). However, the established
needs have been shown to also have a great degree of influence in narrower domains
(e.g., work: Baard et al., 2004; Deci et al., 2001; education: Cordeiro et al., 2016; Jang et
al., 2009; sports: Bartholomew, Ntoumanis, Ryan, Bosch, & Thøgersen-Ntoumani, 2011;
Hodge et al., 2009) and there is increasing importance placed on multiple domain-level
research for candidate needs (e.g., Bagheri & Milyavskaya, 2020; González-Cutre et al.,
2016) as cross-domain relevance is a major component of arguments for the pervasive
influence of the established needs (Vansteenkiste et al., 2020).
Unfortunately, the present research largely provides evidence for the importance
of purpose in life in general. The literature review mostly uncovered research for its
relevance in the global domain and only one of the empirical studies focused on a
specific context. Although the results of the empirical study in the work domain were
supportive of the importance of the need for purpose, because it often accounted for the
largest or second-largest proportion of variance in outcomes, further research that
examines its role in other domains is necessary. For example, examinations of the need
for purpose in education as it relates to personal growth, engagement with studies, and
mental health (e.g., anxiety, stress) would be welcome. Investigations in the sport and
athletic domain on the relations between purpose and skill development, perseverance
with workout regimens, and motivation to compete, would also provide context-specific
information with potential for application.
Expansion of Nomological Network
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A considerable limitation of the present research is the narrow nature of the
constructs included in the assessment of the need for purpose’s nomological network.
Both the literature review and empirical studies mostly focused on potential outcomes of
the experience of purpose satisfaction and frustration. This focus is aligned with needs as
drivers of cognition, affect, and behavior (Sheldon, 2011), but the identification of
experiences and other antecedents that lead to the satisfaction and frustration of the needs
are essential for the broader understanding of their role in human functioning.
Despite the results of the empirical studies providing support for most predictions
regarding the nomological network of purpose, no support was found for hypotheses on
the differential contribution of some work characteristics to the experience of purpose
satisfaction. Task significance and task identity were theorized to be specific conditions
of individuals’ work that would act as antecedents to the experience of purpose
satisfaction. While task significance and task identity did account for a significant portion
of the variance predicted in purpose satisfaction, they did not account for greater variance
than work characteristics that were theorized to be more closely associated with
satisfaction of the established needs.
Identifying antecedents of satisfaction and frustration of purpose, particularly
those with distinct relations from those found with the existing needs, is an important
avenue for future research. While the conditions that satisfy or frustrate one need are
likely to also satisfy or frustrate the others (Deci & Ryan, 2000), evidence of differential
relations with potential antecedents would make a significant contribution to
distinguishing purpose from the existing needs. For example, future research on the needsatisfying behaviors of leaders might provide an avenue for tests of such distinctions.
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This might be most readily pursued in the context of work or sport, wherein leader
behavior that seeks to align followers’ goals with a broader vision (Kirkpatrick & Locke,
1996) might be more associated with satisfaction of purpose than behaviors that are
associated with satisfaction of the established needs (e.g., providing choice and need for
autonomy, expressing concern and need for relatedness; Parfyonova et al., 2019).
Conversely, studies that examine the influence of factors that inhibit progress or
make important goals unattainable would aid in identifying specific conditions that lead
to purpose frustration but not necessarily frustration of the established needs. For
example, progress that is inhibited by personal deficiencies in skill might be experienced
as comparatively more frustrating of the need for competence, whereas the interjection of
external obstacles such as shifting targets for performance or procedural ‘red tape’ that is
perceived as creating unnecessary setbacks might be experienced as more frustrating of
the need for purpose.
Lastly, a comprehensive nomological network of the need for purpose requires
establishing associations with unrelated as well as overlapping constructs. Although the
results of factor structure analyses for purpose alongside the established needs provided
some evidence of discriminant validity, examinations with non-needs constructs were
limited to agreeableness, in the context of scale development (Study 1), and the broader
presence and search for meaning constructs (Study 2). Future research might expand
upon these investigations by examining other dispositions (e.g., the remaining personality
traits in the HEXACO model; Ashton & Lee, 2007) and domain-specific constructs that
should be related but distinct from purpose (e.g., the experience of work as a calling, Dik
& Duffy, 2009).
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Diversity of Designs and Samples
In the literature review, I have attempted to provide a comprehensive synthesis of
relevant research conducted using varied designs and samples. The existing empirical
evidence was collected using experimental and correlational designs, and included data
from self-report surveys, objective measures, and post-mortem analyses. Data were
collected from samples of young adults, middle-aged adults, and the elderly, and metaanalytic evidence compiling data across cultures was presented. I also provided
commentary drawing connections between theoretical work on human development, selfregulation, and evolutionary theory to the propositions underlying the need for purpose.
The results of the empirical studies in this research are also supportive of the conclusions
reached in the literature review, across global and work domains, and include well-being
and work-specific outcomes.
The diversity of the evidence presented provides an excellent ‘foothold’ for
purpose as a need, but it is only a start. There is great opportunity for future
investigations that employ other methods and designs to test the purpose hypothesis. For
example, burgeoning neuroscientific research on the established needs is promising
(Reeve & Lee, 2019), and given associations between purpose and grey matter in related
areas of the brain (Lewis et al., 2014), as well as findings on potential neural bases for its
protective qualities (Fogelman & Canli, 2015; van Reekum et al., 2007), research that ties
physiology to purpose-relevant cognitions is an attractive area for future research.
Importantly, the empirical studies in the present research are limited because they
rely entirely on self-report data collected at a single time-point. While one of the aims of
the empirical studies was to develop and validate an assessment of the need for purpose,
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an objective well-served with these data, further tests of theory draw attention to the
relevance of other methods and designs. As such, future research should seek to use
experimental and longitudinal designs to test the propositions underlying the need for
purpose. The designs used by some researchers (e.g., Sheldon et al., 2001; Martela &
Ryan, 2016) asking individuals to imagine, or recall, satisfying and frustrating events are
promising for examining the sensitivity of the need for purpose to manipulation. Diary
and longitudinal designs (e.g., Hadden & Smith, 2019; Sheldon & Kasser, 1998),
especially as they relate to the influence of purpose on behavior and its eventual
outcomes (e.g., development of social networks: Shea & Fitzsimons, 2016), are also areas
for research with worthy prospects for establishing a ‘timeline’ of how purpose
satisfaction and frustration manifest as behavior.
The analytic techniques employed in the empirical studies in the present research
reflect recent advances in the field. Factor structure analyses supported the distinctiveness
of purpose using the standard for these analyses, confirmatory factor analysis, but also
using emerging exploratory structural equation modelling techniques (Asparouhov &
Muthén, 2009; Marsh et al., 2014) which have been found to be particularly
advantageous in research on the established needs (e.g., Tóth-Király, Bőthe, et al., 2019,
2020; Tóth-Király, Morin, et al., 2018). Investigations of the incremental prediction
criterion used traditional hierarchical linear regression and R2-change with some success
but were also bolstered by the application of relative weight analysis (Johnson, 2000;
Johnson & LeBreton, 2004; Tonidandel et al., 2009), a technique more capable of
handling the multicollinearity expected to be present when examining related constructs
and, arguably, more appropriate for the assessment of this criterion. Future research on
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purpose would be well-served by the application of these techniques but could improve
upon present work by seeking to move beyond observed scores via the use of structural
equation modeling to examine relations between latent factors.
Momentarily disregarding evidence presented in the literature review, claims for
the universality of the need for purpose based on the empirical studies in this research
must be tempered, considering the restricted nature of the samples. First, all empirical
studies relied on data collected from the online crowdsourcing service, Prolific
Academic. This service has several service-side safeguards against common issues with
data collected from such services (e.g., Bradley, 2018), but it is possible that the
participants in the empirical studies represent a niche population that might share
unmeasured characteristics which had a systematic influence on the results. Further,
while the sample collected in Study 1 was stratified to be representative of the U.S.
population by age, gender, and ethnicity, it is nonetheless a conspicuously Western
sample. The same can be said for the sample in Study 2, which was limited to a greater
extent based on its requirement that all participants be employed full-time.
While the body of evidence required to assert the status of purpose as a universal
need can only result from the incremental contributions of independent studies over
years, explicit tests of its cross-cultural relevance are possible and necessary. For
example, Chen et al.’s (2015) research, developing and evaluating the most popular
measure for satisfaction and frustration of the established needs, included samples from
the U.S., China, Belgium, and Peru. The diversity of Chen et al.’s samples allowed them
to assess the psychometric properties of the measure, including its invariance, along with
the pattern of relations with well-being across cultures. To their advantage, the SFPS
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were developed to be compatible with Chen et al.’s (2015) BPNSFS and similar
examinations of the need for purpose and the SFPS might be facilitated by the ease with
which it can be integrated into research interested in the needs for autonomy,
competence, and relatedness and, more broadly, self-determination theory.
Concluding Remarks
In conclusion, a synthesis of empirical and theoretical work across various social
science disciplines suggests that humans do have an innate and fundamental need for
purpose. Interpretations of the existing evidence were also supported by empirical studies
conducted in the present research. I believe that even a pessimistic interpretation of the
evidence suggests that purpose is a candidate for consideration as a need and worthy of
future research that more directly and rigorously tests its underlying propositions. At its
best, purpose provides a parsimonious and unifying construct for understanding,
predicting, and shaping human functioning that should receive the same degree of
consideration as the needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness in the
advancement of theory on well-being and the development of interventions.
While I have endeavored to outline avenues for future research that might provide some
of the evidence needed to inform such integration and develop appropriate treatments and
practices, these are limited by my own capacity to imagine the far-reaching consequences
of a ‘new’ need for science and practice. To facilitate such future research, the present
work included the development of the Satisfaction and Frustration of Purpose Scales
(SFPS; see Appendix D for the final versions of the scales), a brief target-free assessment
of the need for purpose, and presented evidence for their excellent psychometric
properties. I hope that this measure and the propositions, evidence, and suggestions in
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this research provide a spark for others to conduct their own investigations into a
construct with vast potential.
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Appendix A
Summary of Hypotheses
Hypothesis
Factor Structure
H1
CFA-based 2-factor model specifying satisfaction and
frustration of the need for purpose will provide a better fit than a
1-factor model.

Data

Validity

Result

Study 1

Discriminant

Supported

H2a–2b

CFA-based 8-factor model that specifies factors for satisfaction
and frustration of each need will provide a better fit than models
which combine items for: a) satisfaction of purpose with
satisfaction of any of the established needs; or b) frustration of
purpose with frustration of any of the established needs.

Study 2;
Study 3

Discriminant

Supported

H3a–3b

ESEM-based 8-factor model that specifies factors for
satisfaction and frustration of each need will provide a better fit
than models which combine items for: a) satisfaction of purpose
with satisfaction of any of the established needs; or b)
frustration of purpose with frustration of any of the established
needs.

Study 2;
Study 3

Discriminant

Supported

Study 2

Convergent

4a: Partial
4b: Partial

Relations with SDT Constructs (Established Needs & Motivation)
H4a–4b
a) Satisfaction of purpose will have medium positive
correlations (.30–.49) with satisfaction of the established needs;
and b) frustration of purpose will have medium positive
correlations (.30–.49) with frustration of the established needs.
H11a–11b

Satisfaction of purpose at work will have medium positive
correlations (.30–.49) with satisfaction of the established needs
at work; and b) frustration of purpose at work will have medium
positive correlations (.30–.49) with frustration of the established
needs at work.

Study 3

Convergent

11a: Partial
11b: Supported

H16

Satisfaction of purpose at work will have medium positive
correlations (.30–.49) with autonomous forms of motivation.

Study 3

Convergent

Partial

H17

Frustration of purpose at work will have small negative
correlations (-.29–-.10) with autonomous forms of motivation.

Study 3

Discriminant

Partial

Study 2

Convergent

5a: Partial
5b: Partial
5c: Supported
5d: Supported
5e: Partial
5f: Supported
5g: Partial
6a: Partial
6b: Partial
6c: Supported

Relations with Well-Being Outcome Constructs
H5a–5c
Satisfaction of purpose will have medium positive correlations
(.30–.49) with a) positive affect and b) life satisfaction; and d)
and a small positive correlation (.10–.29) with physical health.
H5d–5g

Satisfaction of purpose will have medium negative correlations
(-.49–-.30) with d) negative affect, e) depression, f) anxiety, and
g) stress.

Study 2

Discriminant

H6a–6c

Frustration of purpose will have medium negative correlations (.49–-.30) with a) positive affect and b) life satisfaction and c) a
small negative correlation (-.29–.10) with physical health.

Study 2

Discriminant

H6d–6g

Frustration of purpose will have medium positive correlations
(.30–.49) with d) negative affect, e) depression, f) anxiety, and
g) stress.

Study 2

Convergent

H7a–7b

Satisfaction of purpose will have a) a large positive correlation
(≥ .50) with presence of meaning and b) a medium negative
correlation (-.49–-.30) with the search for meaning.

Study 2

Convergent;
Discriminant

6d: Supported
6e: Partial
6f: Supported
6g: Supported
7a: Supported
7b: Rejected

H8a–8b

Frustration of purpose will have a) medium negative correlation
(-.49–-.30) with presence of meaning and b) a large positive
correlation (≥ .50) with search for meaning.

Study 2

Convergent;
Discriminant

8a: Supported
8b: Rejected

H12a–12c

Satisfaction of purpose at work will have medium positive
correlations (.30–.49) with: a) positive affect and b) life
satisfaction; and c) a medium negative correlation (-.49–-.30)
with negative affect.

Study 3

Convergent

12a: Partial
12b: Supported
12c: Supported
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H13a–13c

Frustration of purpose at work will have medium negative
correlations (-.49–-.30) with: a) positive affect and b) life
satisfaction; and c) a medium positive correlation (.30–.49) with
negative affect.

Relations with Work-specific Outcome Constructs
H14a–14d
Satisfaction of purpose at work will have medium positive
correlations (.30–.49) with: a) job satisfaction, b) work
engagement, and c) affective organizational commitment; and d)
a small negative correlation (-.29–-.10) with turnover intentions.
H15a–15d

Frustration of purpose at work will have small negative
correlations (-.29–-.10) with a) job satisfaction, b) work
engagement, and c) affective organizational commitment; and d)
a medium positive correlation (.30–.49) with turnover
intentions.

Differential Relations & Incremental Prediction in Outcome Constructs
H9a–9g
Satisfaction of purpose will account for a small incremental
amount of variance (.02–.14) beyond satisfaction of the
established needs in: a) positive affect, b) life satisfaction, c)
physical health, d) negative affect, e) depression, f) anxiety, and
g) stress.

Study 3

Discriminant

13a: Supported
13b: Supported
13c: Supported

Study 3

Convergent;
Discriminant

14a: Partial
14b: Partial
14c: Partial
14d: Partial

Study 3

Convergent;
Discriminant

15a: Partial
15b: Partial
15c: Partial
15d: Supported

Study 2

Criterion

9a: Supported
9b: Partial
9c: Partial
9d: Partial
9e: Supported
9f: Partial
9g: Partial
10a: Supported
10b: Supported
10c: Partial
10d: Partial
10e: Supported
10f: Partial
10g: Partial
18a: Supported
18b: Supported
18c: Partial
18d: Supported
18e: Supported
18f: Supported
18g: Supported
18h: Supported
18i: Supported
19a: Supported
19b: Supported
19c: Partial
19d: Supported
19e: Supported
19f: Supported
19g: Supported
19h: Supported

H10a–10g

Frustration of purpose will account for a small incremental
amount of variance (.02–.14) beyond frustration of the
established needs: a) positive affect, b) life satisfaction, c)
physical health, d) negative affect, e) depression, f) anxiety, and
g) stress.

Study 2

Criterion

H18a–18i

Satisfaction of purpose at work will account for a small
incremental amount of variance (.02–.14) beyond satisfaction of
the established needs in a) positive affect, b) life satisfaction, c)
negative affect, d) job satisfaction, e) work engagement, f)
affective organizational commitment, g) turnover intentions, h)
identified regulation, and i) intrinsic motivation.

Study 3

Criterion

H19a–19i

Frustration of purpose at work will account for a small
incremental amount of variance (.02–.14) beyond frustration of
the established needs in a) positive affect, b) life satisfaction, c)
negative affect, d) job satisfaction, e) work engagement, f)
affective organizational commitment, g) turnover intentions, h)
identified regulation, and i) intrinsic motivation.

Study 3

Criterion

Study 3

Convergent

20a: Rejected
20b: Rejected
20c: Rejected

Study 3

Convergent

21a: Rejected
21b: Rejected
21c: Rejected

Relations with Antecedent Constructs
H20a–20c
Task significance will account for greater variance in
satisfaction of purpose at work than a) job autonomy, b) skill
variety, and c) social support.
H21a–21c

Task identity will account for greater variance in satisfaction of
purpose at work than a) job autonomy, b) skill variety, and c)
social support.

Note. Result: Supported = Complete support found for hypothesis; Partial = Partial support found for hypothesis; Rejected = No
support found for hypothesis.
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Appendix B
Standardized Parameters from Factor Structure Analyses in Study 2
Standardized Factor Loadings (λ) and Uniquenesses (δ) for 8-Factor CFA and ESEM of Need Satisfaction and Frustration in Study 2
8-factor CFA
8-factor ESEM
Item
λ
δ
λ
PS
PF
AS
AF
CS
CF
RS
Purpose Satisfaction
PS5
.899*** .192***
.789***
-.019
.116*
-.048
.007
-.048
-.059
PS8
.880*** .225***
.829***
.009
.140**
.070
-.043
-.015
-.046
PS12
.858*** .265***
.642*** -.166*
-.054
.015
.014
-.096
.171**
PS16
.820*** .328***
.600*** -.182*
-.012
-.034
.186**
.079
.051
Purpose Frustration
PF7
.908*** .176***
-.030
.785***
-.077
.068
.009
.026
.016
PF10
.832*** .308***
-.016
.657***
-.066
.019
-.026
.169
-.038
PF12
.896*** .197***
-.183** .740***
-.009
.029
.037
.008
.008
PF15
.908*** .175***
-.037
.868***
.004
-.006
-.072
-.020
.025
Autonomy Satisfaction
AS1
.735*** .460***
.079
.037
.383**
-.350***
.179**
.070
.149
AS2
.836*** .300***
.014
-.123*
.660***
-.028
.027
-.025
.085
AS3
.777*** .396***
-.048
-.080
.830***
.007
.035
.119
-.029
AS4
.795*** .372***
.173*
.060
.731***
.014
-.023
-.084
-.039
Autonomy Frustration
AF1
.756*** .428***
-.057
.090
-.014
.728***
-.030
-.057
.051
AF2
.777*** .397***
-.081
-.025
-.153
.623***
.121
.130
-.054
AF3
.670*** .551***
.162*
-.018
-.078
.609***
.012
.174
-.032
AF4
.730*** .467***
.019
.053
.008
.728***
-.030
-.033
.066
Competence Satisfaction
CS1
.900*** .190***
.052
.053
.048
-.002
.760***
-.152*
.107*
CS2
.860*** .260***
-.074
-.184**
.128
.024
.703***
-.013
.055
CS3
.847*** .283***
.150*
-.062
.180**
.070
.457***
-.227**
.112
CS4
.817*** .332***
.111
.010
-.060
-.063
.707***
-.115
.044
Competence Frustration

δ
RF
-.019
-.115
.018
.060

.168***
.188***
.249***
.317***

.035
-.055
.024
.023

.174***
.301***
.194***
.151***

.049
.006
-.075
.010

.417***
.314***
.329***
.323***

.025
-.001
.003
.060

.389***
.396***
.522***
.447***

.011
-.018
.089
.022

.163***
.238***
.270***
.307***
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CF1
.883*** .220***
.006
.064
.018
CF2
.866*** .250***
-.084
.051
-.034
CF3
.870*** .243***
-.029
.087
-.008
CF4
.871*** .241***
-.037
.094
.000
Relatedness Satisfaction
RS1
.836*** .301***
-.101
-.148
.034
RS2
.895*** .198***
-.035
-.006
.132*
RS3
.891*** .206***
.131*
.077
.031
RS4
.825*** .320***
.167**
.002
-.031
Relatedness Frustration
RF1
.754*** .431***
.070
.059
-.152
RF2
.738*** .456***
.023
.039
-.019
RF3
.790*** .376***
-.112
-.049
.010
RF4
.732*** .464***
-.064
.122
.087
Note. λ = standardized loading; δ = uniqueness; bold = ESEM target factor loadings.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

.068
.115**
.011
.0678

-.331***
-.067
-.243***
.018

.467***
.677***
.494***
.806***

.132*
-.016
.102
-.051

.257**
.014
.240*
-.007

.211***
.222***
.255***
.167***

.013
.053
-.014
-.083

.074
.067
.062
.101

.080
-.028
-.072
.111

.683***
.776***
.763***
.606***

-.182*
-.092
-.059
-.188

.286***
.184***
.196***
.311***

-.075
.060
.071
.094

.026
.145*
-.052
.126*

.247*
.141
-.021
.084

-.121
-.209
.020
-.414***

.490**
.509**
.824***
.293*

.407***
.446***
264*
.446***

Standardized Factor Loadings (λ) and Uniquenesses (δ) for 7-Factor CFA (PS + AS) and ESEM of Need Satisfaction and Frustration in Study 2
7-factor CFA
7-factor ESEM
Item
λ
δ
λ
PS + AS
PF
AF
CS
CF
RS
RF
Purpose Satisfaction
PS5
.887*** .214***
.875***
-.025
.001
.020
.002
-.123*
-.197**
PS8
.860*** .261***
.908***
-.012
.113**
-.039
-.012
-.048
-.211***
PS12
.835*** .303***
.601***
-.197**
.085*
.047
.004
.068
-.233
PS16
.804*** .354***
.561***
-.197*
.025
.203**
.159*
-.020
-.156
Purpose Frustration
PF7
.909*** .173***
-.055
.831***
.080*
.012
.028
.004
-.030
PF10
.832*** .307***
-.070
.693***
.010
-.036
.135*
.018
-.041
PF12
.895*** .199***
-.156*
.781***
.019
.037
-.010
.024
.046
PF15
.907*** .177***
.017
.912***
-.005
-.068
-.018
.015
-.012
Autonomy Satisfaction
AS1
.635*** .597***
.404***
.048
-.385***
.177**
.081
.163**
.131
AS2
.737*** .457***
.580***
-.106
-.093
.005
-.087
.164*
.278***
AS3
.667*** .554***
.623***
-.040
-.106*
-.010
-.025
.145
.344***
AS4
.710*** .496***
.803***
.093
-.050
-.042
-.148*
.028
.262***

δ

.164***
.197***
.254***
.316***
.173***
.304***
.194***
.152***
.416***
.308***
.358***
.324***
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Autonomy Frustration
AF1
.764*** .416***
-.054
.095
.765***
AF2
.768*** .410***
-.247**
-.021
.645***
AF3
.662*** .561***
.060
-.014
.643***
AF4
.738*** .455***
.043
.058
.773***
Competence Satisfaction
CS1
.900*** .190***
.052
.054
-.004
CS2
.860*** .261***
-.027
-.184*
-.002
CS3
.846*** .261***
.308***
-.058
.080*
CS4
.818*** .284***
.013
.004
-.050
Competence Frustration
CF1
.884*** .219***
.051
.092
.102**
CF2
.866*** .250***
-.175**
.077
.106*
CF3
.846*** .243***
-.025
.111
.038
CF4
.818*** .241***
-.116*
.130*
.059
Relatedness Satisfaction
RS1
.836*** .301***
-.060
-.177**
-.011
RS2
.894*** .200***
.134*
-.020
.038
RS3
.891*** .205***
.222**
.055
.059
RS4
.825*** .319***
.144*
-.026
-.083*
Relatedness Frustration
.428***
RF1
.756*** .455***
-.024
.088
.011
RF2
.739*** .376***
.040
.077
.135*
RF3
.790*** .376***
.032
.018
.169***
RF4
.731*** .466***
.002
.160
.114*
Note. λ = standardized loading; δ = uniqueness; bold = ESEM target factor loadings.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

-.037
.109
.005
-.035

-.094
.085
.159*
-.046

.083
.011
.019
.079

.068
.034
-.015
.066

.382***
.403***
.527***
.441***

.795***
.705***
.484***
.740***

-.160*
-.074
-.200**
-.102

.114**
.119*
.060
.027

.021
.105
.054
-.033

.160***
.244***
.273***
.305***

-.347***
-.119*
-.257****
-.063

.581***
.632***
.602***
.710***

.076*
.108**
.066
.100*

.096
.079
.102
.087

.212***
.237***
.251***
.212***

.090*
.095*
.099*
.121*

.067
.000
-.004
.119

.771***
.797***
.724***
.667***

-.101
-.078
-.166*
-.205**

.281***
.194***
.213***
.308***

.033
.147*
-.023
.114*

.446***
.307***
.298***
.126

-.336***
-.411***
-.375***
-.485***

.112
.211
.271
.239

.434***
.468***
.411***
.441***
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Appendix C
Standardized Parameters from Factor Structure Analyses in Study 3
Standardized Factor Loadings (λ) and Uniquenesses (δ) for 8-Factor CFA and ESEM of Need Satisfaction and Frustration in Study 3
8-factor CFA
8-factor ESEM
Item
λ
δ
λ
PS
PF
AS
AF
CS
CF
RS
Purpose Satisfaction
PS5
.903*** .184***
.786***
-.037
.092
-.035
-.022
-.012
.027
PS8
.860*** .260***
.919***
.035
-.048
-.017
.016
.037
.036
PS12
.870*** .244***
.718***
-.085
.078
-.003
.044
-.032
-.045
PS16
.822*** .324***
.657***
-.108
.024
.019
.067
.002
.090*
Purpose Frustration
PF7
.881*** .225***
-.026
.837***
.026
.041
-.008
-.009
-.031
PF10
.826*** .317***
.054
.803***
-.035
.041
.060
.068
-.015
PF12
.892*** .204***
-.154*
.733***
-.015
.036
.038
.072
-.041
PF15
.862*** .257***
.019
.899***
-.024
-.062
-.067
-.025
.060
Autonomy Satisfaction
AS1
.750*** .438***
.039
.050
.699***
-.138*
-.003
-.083
-.061
AS2
.813*** .339***
-.106
-.093*
.867***
.068
.033
.052
.045
AS3
.772*** .404***
-.015
.017
.734***
.005
.008
-.014
.140**
AS4
.844*** .288***
.226**
-.037
.610***
-.061
.030
.055
.003
Autonomy Frustration
AF1
.613*** .625***
-.033
.001
-.024
.577***
-.037
-.028
.025
AF2
.814*** .337***
-.004
.068
-.100
.665***
-.020
.028
-.032
AF3
.658*** .567***
.040
-.037
.124
.794***
-.029
.063
-.060
AF4
.668*** .554***
-.017
.029
-.120
.596***
.033
-.034
.122
Competence Satisfaction
CS1
.833*** .306***
-.014
.011
-.052
-.053
.851***
-.013
.078*
CS2
.805*** .352***
.026
-.002
.078
.082
.701***
-.096
-.030
CS3
.808*** .347***
.193**
.039
.027
.003
.597***
-.163*
-.019
CS4
.733*** .463***
-.094
-.034
.024
-.072
.797***
.085
.045
Competence Frustration

δ
RF
.029
-.023
-.064
.019

.190***
.214***
.244***
.329***

.022
.028
-.054
.039

.222***
.301***
.209***
.224***

-.018
-.041
.033
.062

.397***
.286***
.383***
.302***

.059
.013
-.084
.118*

.613***
.366***
.465***
.533***

.038
-.084
-.002
.024

.257***
.352***
.367***
.425***
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CF1
.839*** .297***
.007
.093*
.084
CF2
.817*** .332***
-.007
.002
-.038
CF3
.849*** .279***
.030
.010
-.053
CF4
.784*** .385***
-.020
.022
.018
Relatedness Satisfaction
RS1
.794*** .369***
.063
.033
-.002
RS2
.824*** .321***
-.040
-.120*
-.015
RS3
.850*** .277***
.048
.076
.114
RS4
.793*** .372***
.073
-.067
.095
Relatedness Frustration
RF1
.736*** .459***
-.022
-.026
-.063
RF2
.808*** .347***
.056
.016
.008
RF3
.777*** .397***
-.049
.062
.016
RF4
.627*** .607***
-.051
.042
.075
Note. λ = standardized loading; δ = uniqueness; bold = ESEM target factor loadings.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

-.001
.021
-.019
.080

-.079
-.123*
-.021
.043

.760***
.655***
.863***
.727***

-.006
.049
-.068*
.000

.001
.111*
-.057
.081

.299***
.344***
.238***
.370***

.029
-.023
.011
-.030

.069
.127**
-.061
-.003

.071
.063
-.168**
-.018

.667***
.808***
.798***
.632***

-.254***
.050
.023
-.025

.341***
.280***
.241***
.381***

-.011
.008
.031
.115

.050
.000
-.132
.094

.122*
.040
-.035
-.002

-.036
.018
.061
-.326***

.662***
.831***
.728***
.435***

.466***
.293***
.374***
.540***

Standardized Factor Loadings (λ) and Uniquenesses (δ) for 7-Factor (PS + AS) CFA and ESEM of Need Satisfaction and Frustration in Study 3
7-factor CFA
7-factor ESEM
Item
λ
δ
λ
PS + AS
PF
AF
CS
CF
RS
RF
Purpose Satisfaction
PS5
.885*** .217***
.938***
-.024
.099*
-.049
-.031
-.033
-.023
PS8
.837*** .300***
.961***
.036
.174**
-.017
.012
-.049
-.098*
PS12
.852*** .274***
.848***
-.068
.098*
.021
-.045
-.096*
-.099*
PS16
.807*** .349***
.740***
-.097
.147**
.042
-.013
.031
-.030
Purpose Frustration
PF7
.880*** .225***
.005
.858***
.024
-.010
-.010
-.027
.024
PF10
.827*** .316***
.044
.819***
.059
.053
.063
-.028
.014
PF12
.892*** .204***
-.171**
.747***
-.003
.043
.075
-.028
-.044
PF15
.862*** .257***
.018
.901***
-.033
-.071
-.038
.049
.014
Autonomy Satisfaction
AS1
.672*** .548***
.531***
.044
-.351***
.038
-.047
.046
.080
AS2
.717*** .486***
.475**
-.084
-.238*
.078
.108
.188**
.104
AS3
.684*** .542***
.489***
.020
-.228*
.050
.034
.240***
.139*
AS4
.783*** .386***
.667***
-.034
-.219**
.060
.087
.075
.135**

δ

.192***
.241***
.242***
.332***
.220***
.301***
.210***
.229***
.441***
.426***
.454***
.326***
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Autonomy Frustration
AF1
.612*** .626***
-.093
.048
.489***
AF2
.813*** .340***
-.138*
.123
.536***
AF3
.665*** .558***
.040
.033
.538***
AF4
.665*** .558***
-.152*
.069
.548***
Competence Satisfaction
CS1
.833*** .306***
-.050
.005
.009
CS2
.805*** .352***
.069
.007
.056
CS3
.808*** .348***
.221**
.043
.040
CS4
.733*** .462***
-.090
-.045
-.055
Competence Frustration
CF1
.838*** .297***
.079
.092
-.015
CF2
.817*** .332***
-.022
.000
.054
CF3
.849*** .279***
.007
.006
.012
CF4
.784*** .385***
-.006
.025
.078
Relatedness Satisfaction
RS1
.795*** .368***
.051
.022
.069
RS2
.825*** .320***
-.051
-.136*
.061
RS3
.850*** .278***
.126*
.069
.040
RS4
.792*** .373***
.140
-.082
.007
Relatedness Frustration
RF1
.736*** .458***
-.050
-.030
.071
RF2
.808*** .347***
.091
.020
.098*
RF3
.776*** .399***
-.031
.063
.070
RF4
.626*** .608***
.004
.060
.081
Note. λ = standardized loading; δ = uniqueness; bold = ESEM target factor loadings.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

-.042
-.023
-.014
.026

.024
.094
.159
.016

.052
-.006
.013
.132**

.129*
.095
.060
.171**

.632***
.427***
.612***
.541***

.845***
.711***
.603***
.812***

-.032
-.086
-.163*
.081

.053
-.018
-.035
.040

.011
-.058
-.010
.016

.268***
.355***
.365***
.422***

.081
-.136*
-.036
.035

.768***
.653***
.853***
.736***

-.005
.029
-.089*
-.009

-.002
.086
-.082*
.076

.296***
.346***
.245***
.369***

.072
.120*
-.060
-.001

.063
.038
-.180***
-.028

.667***
.785***
.808***
.634***

-.281***
.000
.007
-.049

.340***
.295***
.237***
.380***

.030
-.023
-.147**
.091

.110
.035
-.039
.018

-.083
-.035
.036
-.326***

.621***
.774***
.712***
.460***

.477***
.320***
.372***
.541***
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Appendix D
The Satisfaction and Frustration of Purpose Scales (SFPS)
Instructions: Below, we ask you about the kind of experiences you actually have [in your life/in your
work]. Please read each of the following items carefully. You can choose from 1 to 5 to indicate the
degree to which the statement is true for you at this point in your life.
Response Options: 1 (Not true at all) to 5 (Completely true), no description for 2–4.
Item Stem: In my life…[work/studies/sport]
Item

Content

Source

Primary
Focus

Satisfaction of the Need for Purpose
PS1
I feel the direction I’m going is motivating to me.
George & Park (2017)
EP
PS2
I’m on a path that is important to me.
Original
MD
PS3
I have a sense of purpose.
Steger et al. (2006)
MD
PS4
I feel like many things I do contribute to goals that are
Original
EP
important.
Frustration of the Need for Purpose
PF1
I feel that most of the things I do don’t have any real
Original
MD
value.
PF2
Most of my time is wasted on meaningless things.
Original
EP
PF3
I feel I’m not working towards anything meaningful.
Original
EP
PF4
I’m not contributing to anything of value.
Original
MD
Note. PS = Purpose Satisfaction; PF = Purpose Frustration; Source = Reference for source of item;
Original = Items developed for the present research; Primary Focus = Component of the need for
purpose primarily assessed by item; MD = Meaningful Direction; EP = Experience of Progress.
Instructions and response options from Chen et al. (2015). Item stem from Longo et al. (2016).

Psychometric Properties of the Satisfaction and Frustration of Purpose Scales (SFPS)
Sample

M

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

α

ωh

Satisfaction of Purpose
Study 1
3.68
.94
-.77
.07
.90
.89
Study 2
3.81
.95
-.75
.08
.92
.91
Study 3
3.86
.95
-.84
.01
.92
.92
Frustration of Purpose
Study 1
2.31
1.09
.59
-.69
.91
.91
Study 2
2.10
1.11
.90
-.22
.94
.92
Study 3
1.98
.99
.97
.13
.92
.89
Note. α = alpha coefficient of internal consistency; ωh = omega-hierarchical coefficient of reliability.
Study 1 N = 236; Study 2 N = 396–397; Study 3 N = 480–482.
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